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Sulzer parcel-post bill (H. R. 14) ; to the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads. 

Also, petition of B. Grau and 19 other voters of North Dakota, 
opposing parcel post; to the Committee on the Post Office and 
Post Roads. . 

Also, memorial of E. A. Still.nlan, of South Dakota, asking 
reduction of tax on sugar; - to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

Also, petition of S. Hitchcock and 40 other citizens of the city 
of Hope, N. Duk., and the Woman's Christian Temperance Union 
of that place, asking the speedy passage of the Kenyon-Sheppard 
interstate liquor-shipment bill ( S. 4043 and H. R. 16214) ; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By l\Ir. HAYES : Petitions of numerous citizens of the State 
of California, in favor of parcel-post legislation; to the Com
mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads.· 

Also, petition of Merchants' Association of San Jose, Cal., 
opposing parcel-post legislation; to the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads. 

Also, petitions of residents of San Francisco, Cal., for enact
ment of House bill 20595, amending the copyright act of 1909; 
to the Committee on Patents. 

Also, memorials of Merchants' Association of Napa; Mer
chants' Association of San · Diego; Yreka Improvement Club, of 
Yreka; Aurelia S. Harwood; Pasadena Board of Trade; Sausa
lito Promotion and Improvement Club; Board of Trade of 
Delano; Ferndale Chamber of Commerce; Sierra Madre Board 
of Trade; Niles Chamber of Commerce; Stockton Merchants'· 
Association; Eldorado County (Placerville) Board of Trade; 
Los .Angeles Chamber of Commerce; Alameda Chamber of Com
merce; G. Frederick Schwarz; Merced County (Merced) Cham
ber of Commerce; Alfred Braverman, Fresno; James B. Bullitt, 
San Jose; Santa Clara Commercial League; Osgood Putnam, 
San Francisco; Merchants' Association of Fresno; Ernest A. 
Mott, San Francisco; Chamber of Commerce, Pittsburg; Edward 
T. Delger, San Francisco; Weinstock, Lubin & Co., Sacramento; 
Hon. William O. Clarke, Oakland; and Clinton 0. Clarke, Alta
dena, all in the State of California, in favor of appropriation for 
improvement of the Yosemite Valley; to the Committee on 

·Appropriations. 
By Mr. HIGGINS: Petition of Sarah Williams Danielson 

Chapter, Daughters of the American Revolution, of Killingly, 
Conn., in favor of House bill 19641; to the Committee on Appro-
priations. . 

By Mr. HOWELL: Petitions of citizens of Brigham, Logan, 
and Ogden, Utah, for enactment of House bill 20595, amending 
the copyright act of 1909; to the Committee on Patents. 

Also, petition of the Salt Lake Federation of Labor, protest
ing against Senate bill 3175; to the Committee on Immigration 
an<l Naturalization. 

By Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey: Petition of the Methodist 
Episcopal Church of East Rutherford, N. J., for enactment of 
the Kenyon-Sheppard interstate liquor bill; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LINDBERGH: Petitions of citizens of the State of 
Minnesota, in regard to oleomargarine legislation; to the Com
mittee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of citizens of Litchfield, Minn., for enactment 
of House bill 20595, amending the copyright act of 1909 ; to the 
Committee- on Patents. 

Also, petitions of citizens of the State of Wisconsin, protest
ing against parcel-post legislation; to the Committee on the 
Post Office and Post Roads. 

Also, petition of Group No. 972, of the Polish National Alli
ance, against restrictive immigration legislation; to the Commit
tee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

Also, petition of citizens of Royalton. Minn., for old-age pen
sions; to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, petitions of Catholic societies in the State of Minnesota, 
in regard to measures relating to Catholic Indian mission in
tereEts ; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of T. M. Osborn, of Auburn, 
N. Y., for passage of the Philippine independence bill; to the 
Committee on Insular Affairs. 

· By Mr. McCOY: Petition of First Congregational Church of 
East Orange N. J., for passage of the Kenyon-Sheppard inter
state liquor bill ; to the C<;>mmittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MAHER : Memorial . of the Maritime Ex:change of 
New York City, indorsing the action of Congress with respect 
to the battleship Maine; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, memorials of the New ;York State Senate and the Brook
lyn League, for construction of one battleship in the Brooklyn 
Navy Yard; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, memorial of the New York State Senate, for protection 
of migratory game birds; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, memorial of the board of directors of the Maritime 
Association of the Port of New York, for establishment of ma
rine schools; to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries. 

Also, petition of the Business Men's Association of Elmira, 
N. Y., for 1-cent letter postage; to the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. OLMSTED : .Memorials of Heidleburg Grange, Leb· 
anon County, Pa.; Halifax Grange, No. 1343, Dauphin County, 
Pa.; and East Hanover Grange, No. 1435, Patrons of Hus· 
bandry, favoring governmental system of postal express {H. R. 
19133) ; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By)\fr. PATTEN of New York: Memorial of the board of di
rectors of the Marit~me Association of the Port of New York, 
for establishment of marine schools; to the· Committee on the 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. RAKER: Memorial of California State Retail Hard
ware Association, favoring Senate bill 4308 and House bill 
17736, duplicates, for 1-cent postage on letters; to the Committee 
on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. STERLING: Petition of citizens of Lincoln, Ill., for 
construction of one battleship in a Government navy yard; to 
the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By l\Ir. SULZER: Petition of Cigar Makers' Joint Unions of 
Greater New York, for enactment of House bill 17253; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of William G. Wagner, of New York City, for 
enactment of the Lever oleomargarine bill; to the Committee 
on Agriculture. 

Also, memorial of the New York State Senate, for protection 
of migratory game birds; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, memorial of the American Anti-Trust League, asking 
that the Federal arbitration act be extended to the coal indus
try; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of the Trow Directory, Printing & Book
binding Co., for reduction in the rate of letter postage; to the 
Committee on the Post Office and Po~t Roads. 

Also, memorials of Thomas J. Carroll, president of Allied 
Printing Trades Council, and Samuel ·Rosenthal, president of 
the Technical Press, New York, urging immediate action on the 
Lever oleomargarine bill; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. TILSON: Memorials of Somers Grange, No. 105, 
Somers, Conn.; Plainville Grange, No. 54, Patrons of Hus
bandry; Housatonic Valley Pomona Grange, No. 10; Frank A. 
Jordan and others, Quinebaugh, Conn., favoring prompt and 
present action on general parcel post; to the Committee on the 
Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. 'l'U'l'TLE: Petitions of the Singleton Silk Co., of 
Dover; the Liondale Bleach, Dye & Print Works (Inc.); nnd 
the Rockaway Rolling Mill, of Rockaway, N. J., protesting 
against House bill 21100; to the Committee on the Judiciury. 

Also, petition of Elizabeth (N. J .. ) Typographical Union, No. 
150, fo:i; construction of one battleship in a Government navy 
yard; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By l\Ir. UTTER: Petition of the .Methodist Episcopal Church 
of East Greenwich, R. I., favoring the passage of the Kenyon
Sheppard bill; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com· 
~~ . 

By l\Ir. WILLIS: Papers to uccompany House bill 22576, 
granting a pension to Benjamin F. Wright; to the Committee 
on Pensions. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES. 
• SATURDAY, March 30, 191~. 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol

lowing prayer : 
Father in heaven, increase our loving kindness that our hearts 

may expand and our sympathies go out in brotherly love to all 
mankind. We realize that the warm clasp of the hand, the 
sunny smile, the cheering word is ~sy if love is spontaneous 
and brings great reward, but if the heart is frigid the effort 
is hard and the returns meager. Increase, therefore, our lovblg 
kindness that we may be rich in the things which make for 
righteousness, pence, and good will, and Thine be the praise 
forever. Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read ancl 
approved. 

COJ.I:MITTEE ON PUBLIC BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS. 

Mr. BURNETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for 
the present consideration of the resolution which I send to the 
desk. 
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The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the resolution. 
The Clerk read as foUows: 

House resolution 473. 
Resol,;ed, '.rhat the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds oo 

and it is hereby, authorized to sit during the sessions of the House ef 
Representatives and during the recess of Congress. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera
tion of the resolution? 

There was no objection. 
The resolution was agreed to. 

CHARLES FRA.l."'iCIS ADA.MS. 

l\fr. 1\IcCALL. Mr. Speaker, in a speech printed in the 
RECORD on the 22d of 1\larch there was added a clipping from 
the National Tribune of January 18, 1912, which contains some 
reflection upon. the record of Charles Francis Adams. It is only 
proper that l\Ir. Adams should bave a chance, since this has 
been printed in the RECORD, to give his version, and so I ask 
that a letter from Mr. Adams may also be printed: in the 
RECORD-. 

r.rhe SPEAKER. The gentleman from Massachusetts asks 
unanimous consent to print in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD a 
letter from Gen. Charles Francis Adams. Is there objection? 

l\Ir. FOSTER. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to ask the gentleman what the letter is in reply to. 

l\Ir . .McCALL. I will read it if the gentleman desires. 
Mr. FOSTER. I do not care to ha·rn it read. 
l\Ir. McCALL. l\fr. Adams says in a letter that-
It seems ho.rdly fair that the RECORD should be made tbe medium of 

perpetuating falsehoods about individuals, and under these circum
stances I think I have a. right to ask that similar prominence and per
manence be given to the facts in regard to my military recorcL 

That is in a letter to Senato-r LoDGE. 
Mr. FOSTER. 1\lr. Speaker, I feel that Gen. Adams has had 

sufficient publicity in the RECORD, from his standpoint, in at
tacking the soldiers of the country, and I object. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois objects_ 
WOOLEN SCHED'ULE. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House 
resolve itself into Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union for the further consideration of the bill (H. R. 
22195) to reduca the duties on wool and manufactures of wool. 

l\fr. PAYNE. Pending that, Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
make a suggestion to the gentleman from Alabama, whether we 
can have some information as to . when a motion will be made 
to close general debate. Of course the gentleman realizes 
the embarras ment that we are under of Members desiring 
to be beard and not knowing when general deb.ate wm be 
closed. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. .My purpose is that on Tuesday m-orn
ing, after the reading of the Journal, to move to close general 
debate and take up. the bill under the five--minute rule. 

Mr. PAYNE. I will ask the gentleman whether it will in
con-renience him or interfere with the procedure of the l>ill · to 
get unanimous consent, which I think can be done, t~ have two 
hours of general debate Tuesday morning, commencing at 11 
o'clock. 

Mr. fil"'DERWOOD. I am perfectly ·willing to have two 
hours' general debate on Tuesday morning if the Honse wiII 
agree that after two hours' debate on Tuesday morning the 
bill shall be considered under the five-minute rule for two 
hours, subject to amendments,. and then reach a. vote. 

Mr. PAYJ\TE. I have no objection to that arrangement. 
Mr. NORRIS. l\Ir. Speaker, I woulcl like to say that I do 

not believe I want to agree to any proposition that would do 
away or cul'tail the ri:ghts that Members have under the five
minute rule. I want to say that I do it without any idea that 
there is going to be any prolonged discussion under that rule. I 
would be perfectly willing, although I am not interested in that 
:part of it, to agree to two hours of gene1:al debate on Tuesday, 
or Monday, if we can change Monday's work over to a subse
quent day, and include the proposition that we meet on Mon
day at 11 o'clock. Under that agreement general debate would 
close at 1 o'clock and we could take up the bill under the five
minute rule and have plenty of time to finish before adjourn
ment. 

l\Ir. UNDERWOOD. I am willing to have any amendments 
offered under the five-minute rule, but I want to say that there 
are no amendments that are likely to come :from this side of 
the House. 

Mr. NORRIS. I do not think that we will take more than 
two hours under the five-minute rule, but I do not want to 
ag1·ee to two hoUI·s because that time might be ta.ken up, on 
one or two :paragraphs, and we would never be able to reach 
the part of the bill to which some Members want to offer 
amendments. · 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. My purpose in limiting the time under 
the five-minute rule is not for the purpose of cutting off amend
ments, but simply to limit debate under the five-minute rule, 
which by striking out the last word and making pro forma 
amendments is liable to be prolonged. 

Mr. NORRIS. I do not think there is any disposition to do 
that. I would not be a .Party to it; I am acting in the best of 
faith. I have talked since yesterday with quite a number of 
Members on that side, and they said that they thought I was 
right in objecting, that they did not like the idea of cutting oft 
debate under the five-minute rule, because there is where we 
get the most intelligent discussion. Can . not we meet at 11 
o'clock? 

l\Ir. UNDERWOOD. I have no objection to meeting at ll 
o'clock on l\Ionday, but tile same bill has once been considered 
under the five-minute rule. 

Mr. NORRIS. Th.at is one re.:i.son why I think we will not 
have- much debate on it. My idea is that it will not take two 
hours, b-nt I would like to have every i\Iember offer an amend
ment to any portion of the biII that he desires. 

Mr. CANNON. May I ask the gentleman from Alabama if it 
is contemplated to have Monday for general debate by unani
mous consent? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The gentleman from New York sug
gested that we have two hours general debate on Monday. Of 
course, the regular order of Monday will have to be trans
ferred to Tuesday by unanimous consent. 

l\Ir. CANNON. So that l\!onday will be devoted to general 
debate? 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Only two hours of it. I will ask, Mr. 
Speaker, if there are any eulogies set for to-morrow? 

The SPEAKEil. There a:rn none. 
Mr. U1\1DERWOOD. I ask unanimous consent that when the 

House adjourn to-day it adjourn to meet at 11 o'clock on Mon
day next; that two hours be devoted to general debate, and at 
the end of two hours general debate shall be closed, the bill 
shall be taken up. under the frve-minute r-l!lle, and that the order 
of business on Monday shall be in order on Tuesday. 

'l'h:e SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama asks unani
mous consent tbat when the House adjomns to-day it adjourn 
to meet at 11 o'clock on Monday next; that general debate on 
this bill shall be continued for two hours, at the end o.f which 
time it shall. be taken up under the five-minpte rule, and that 
the business on Monday on the Unanimous Consent Calendar 
and suspension of the rules to disc:harge of committees be trans
ferred to Tuesday. Is there objection? 

Mr. NORRIS. l\Ir. Speaker, I would like to say that the 
Chair stated there should be general debate for two hours; he 
means two hours on Monday. 

The SPEAKER. Two hours on · Monday. Is there objection? 
[After a pause.] The Chai1· hears none, and it is so ordered. 
The Chair will inquire of the gentleman from Alabama as to the 
control of the time. 

Mr. UNDERWOOD. We started out by allowing the Chair.
man of the Committee of the Whole to control the time, and I 
wish to let it run in that way. 

The motion of Mr. UNDERWOOD- was agreed to. 
Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of 

the Whole House on the state of the Union for the further con
sideration of the bill (H. R. 22195) to reduce the duties on wool 
and manufactnres of wqol, with Mr. GRAHAM in the chair. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, I should like to ask the 
Chair how much time has been consumed by this side in general 
debate. 

The CHAIRMAN. Two hours and two minutes on the Demo
cratic side and _l hour and 35 minutes on the Republican side. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Is the Chair certain about that? 
Mr. DALZELL. The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNDER

WOOD} consumed an houi> the gentleman from New Jersey [1\Ir. 
TOWNSEND 1 consumed an hour, and the gentleman from Illinois 
[Mr. FOSTER] consumed 45 minutes, I think. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair wishes to correct his statement. 
Two hours and forty-seven minutes have been consumed on the 
Democratic aide and l hour and 35 minutes on the Republican 
side. The gentleman from Michigan [Mr. HAMILTON] is recog
nized for one hour. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

Mr. HAMILTON .of l\lichigan. 1\Ir. Chairman, it is a saying 
of Bacon that "Nations, like individuals, have their youth, 
their middle age, their old age, and they have their diseases." 

As a Nation we are young in years, but old in the elements 
that compose us. 

Ethnologically we are about all the nations of all the world 
and their descendants. 

Z.angwill compares llii to a melting pot, in which all nation
alities are being fused and transformed here on American soil 
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into it new nationality; but we are something more than a melt
ing pot of nationalities. We are a melting pot in which all 
creeds, cults, ideas, ideals, and institutions are being fused and 
transformed. 

And sometimes the more radical and revolutionary the creed, 
cult, idea, or ideal, the more attention it attracts for a time till 
some other creed, cult, idea, or ideal boils to the surface-and 
that keeps the pot boiling. 

After centuries of warfare with caste, privilege, prerogatiYe, 
kings, and dynasties, humanity is realizing here its ultimate 
ideal and the people are supreme. 

But some people are more supreme than other people, just as 
. they always were; some people are richer than other people;· 
some people are wiser than other people ; and some people are 
healthier than other people, just as thQy always were; and some 
people are goin"' around telling other people about it and ex
plaining how nll these inequalities are largely due to the last 
election and how much better it would be for everybody if l\fr. 
So-and-so could be given a political job, just as they always did. 

"Vote for Proclinus to-day and he will Yote for you to
morrow." 

They found that proclamation placarded on the walls of 
Herculaneum after it bad been there 2,000 years, coYered with 
ashes, but Proclinus is sti11 running for office and still soliciting 
-rotes on the same old terms. 

After all, we are nearly all of us just folks, and, for.tunately, 
mo-st folks want to do right, and so long as most folks want to 
do right in a government ·by majorities, we shall continue to go 
fonv:ud on the upgrade. 

But in the midst of so much confusion, in the midst of so 
much megaphonic political holiness, in the midst of so many 
shonteTs at the doors of so many political tents, each advertis
ing his own "greatest show on earth just upon the inside," in 
the midst of so many political necromancers and jugglers and 
sword swallowers and serpentine dancers and tight-rope walk
ers, plain people, who simply want the privilege of living and 
paying taxes, sometimes find it difficult to determine whether, to 
pa raphrase Dickens, we are living in the best of times or the 
worst of times, in an age of wisdom or an age of foolishness. 

It is easy to imagine an ideal state. Humanity has been 
imagining an ideal state ever since time began. 

It is all perfectly plain that everybody ought to be so good as 
not to need any laws or the makers, administrators, or constru
ers of laws; and• poverty ought to be abolished; and nobody 
ought to have to work too hard; and nobody ought to want to 
loaf too hard; and nobody ought to want to buy too cheap; and 
nobody ought to want to sell too hig)l; and nobody ought to put 
the big potatoes on top, and a peck ought always to hold 8 
quarts; and things nught always to be true to name without the 
aid of Dr. Wiley; and nobody ought to want to beat his neighbor 
in a horse trade; . and nobody ought to want to move his line 
fence o-rer on his neighbor; and nobody ought to want to fence 
in the public domain; arid there ought to be no demagogues in 
politics; and there ought to be no politics; and everybody ought 
to tell the truth and shame the devil, but they don't do it. 
[Laughter.] And, so far as I have been able to observe, you 
would never be able to tell a man's politics by the way he runs 
his business, except that when he has no business at all he is 
likely to vote the Democratic ticket. [Laughter and applause 
on the Republican side.] 

l\Ir . .l\fADDE.l~. Does the gentleman mean to say that a man 
finds after he has voted the Democratic ticket that he has no 
bnsiness? 

Mr. HAMILTON of l\iichigan. He is very apt to. 
It is a long way yet to the millenium. 
Therefore, as Hamilton says in the Federalist-
Beca use the passions of men will not conform to the dictates 

of reason and justice without restraint, governments are insti
tuted among men. 

And since it is necessary to have officers to run governments, 
it is necessary to have elections to elect them, and since it is 
difficult to put one man out and another man in, merely because 
one man wants another man's job, it has generally been consid
ered necessary to assign some other reason. 

And inasmuch as the average man, being busy about his own 
affairs, knows Jess about tariff schedules than almost any other 
thing, the tariff has generally been regarded as an excellent 
political issue, about which orators can talk with fluency and 
impunity without knowing very much about what they are talk
ing about. 

It is therefore fair to assume that the tariff will again be the 
issue this year. [Laughter.] 

"CO~STRUCTIVE STATES:UA~SHIP." 

At a time, l\Ir. Chairman, when the <;_Q_untry was blessed with 
universal welfare, and uni-rersal di:ffi.cuffy in keeping up with it, 

and paying the incidental expenses, the country elected a Demo
cratic House of Representatives pledged to level down all the 
high places, level up all the low places, to repair the crumbling 
edifice of our liberties, and remove all dandruff from the hair. 
[Laughter.] 

And we shall, of course, be invited in the coming campaign to 
consider with enthusiasm what the gentleman from Missouri, 
the honored Speaker of this House, calls " the splendid record " 
of the Democratic Party "for constructive statesmanship dur
ing the extra session of the Sixty-second Congress," which he 
expressed the hope would be duplicated this session. 

If it were not for higher considerations, the mere partisan 
advantage to be gained by such an object lesson might warrant 
satisfaction that the gentleman's hope of duplication is being 
realized. 

A Democratic majority in the extra session of the SL~ty
second Congress, operating under a dehorned Speakership, 
[laughter] proceeded to reduce the country to a state of appre
hension, entirely surrounded by investigations [laughter], and 
in about four and a half months passed three and a half bills. 

That is to say, it passed an apportionment bill left over from 
the last Congress. · 

It passed a so-called free-list bill " so loosely drawn as to 
involve the Government in endless litigation and to leave the 
commercial community in disastrous doubt." 

It pa.ssed an antiprotection, tariff-for-revenue-only wool bill, 
which was swapped in the Senate for a protection bill and lost 
its identity in conference. 

It passed a cotton bill with which, some time during the dog 
days last summer, an anonymous steel schedule and a vagrant 
chemical schedule casually became connected [laughter) and 
nobody knew much a.bout the cotton schedule, and nobody knew 
much about the steel schedule, and nobody knew any more 
about the chemical schedule than a June bug on a giant fire
cracker knows about the chemical contents of the firecracker. 
[Laughter.] . 

The "constructive statesmanship" of the extra. session of 
the Sixty-second Congress passed these "measures" without 
taking testimony, but these gentlemen have the happy faculty 
of being nble to impart information without first obtaining it 
[Laughter and applause], and the net result was three veto 
messages. 

R ULES. 

Gentlemen denounced the Payne tariff bill because opportu
nity was not given in the House to amend it generally, although 
opportunity wa.s given to amend it in certain vital particulars. 

But when the "consh·uctive statesmanship" of the extra ses
sion of the Sixty-second Congress passed the cotton bill, amended 
by an iron and steel schedule framed and reported by no com
mittee and amended by a chemical schedule framed and re
ported by no committee, it was put through under a rule, re
ported by a regenerated Rules Committee, permitting two hours' 
debate on a side and no amendments, and when gentlemen were 
being criticized for proposing to pass a rule permitting no dis
cussion and no amendment they did uot deny it-they pa sell 
the rule. 

There had been arguments, essays, speeches, and denuncia
tions against putting bills through under special rules. New 
Members had made their political campaigns upon the iniquity 
of rules and rules committees, and had been elected upon the 
eloquence of their denunciation of things about which they knew 
little then and know more now. Old Members had disclaimed 
all responsibility and rioted in rhetoric about being the victims 
of superior malignant force. 

It is impossible to expect men to be as good in Congress as 
they are in magazines and on the stump, but the virtue on 
which they solicited votes ought to have withstood at least one 
shock. 

I suggest to you that the people have a right to test the sin
cerity of your denunciation of rules by your adoption of rules; 
that they have a right to test the sincerity of your denunciation 
of the methods of 1910 by your adoption of the methods of 1910 
in 1911. 

The "constructive statesmanship" of the extra session of the 
Sixty-second Congress passed a half of a trade agreement with 
Canada, the net result of which is free wood pulp and print 
paper. 

When I first heard that story about Herman Ilidder taking 
Uncle Joe up on the top of the Capitol and showing him all the 
zones of newspaper influence and telling him that all these 
would be for him for President if he would order the Ways and 
Means Committee to report a free wood-pulp and print-paper 
bill, it seemed to me like an oriental dream; but when the 
shouting and the tumult in the United Stutes and Canada died 
away and nothing was left but free wood pulp and print paper 
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standing out, spared, solitary and alone, above the ruins of an 
otherwise repudiated transaction, I could not help wondering 
whether a Democratic House of Representatives, with its 
" splendid record of constructive statesmanship," had left it 
standing there inad1ertently. [Laughter and applause on the 
Republican side.] 

DEFINITIONS. 

This is the "splendid record of constructive stateslhanship" 
to which the Speaker referred, and· which he wants to see dupli
ca.ted this session. 

It will do no good to refer to it as the most grotesque thing 
in legislative history. People might think that was an exaggera
tion, and even conscientious Democrats might feel compelled to 
call it a campaign canard. 

The story is largely written in the President's veto messages 
which actually sa\ed Democrats from themselves, but imme
diately after these me sages were transmitted· to Congress Demo
crats, who were otherwise good, churchgoing citizens, felt con
strained to refer to them as a tyrannical exercise of Executive 

.power. 
What they did do and what they would have done are quite 

different things, but if they had done what they would have 
done it would have been a· good deal like one of Cresar's cam
paigns written by himself, "having taken the city and killed 
the citizens, C~sar invaded another tribe," and they would still 
ha-re called it a "splendid record of constructive statesmanship." 

l\Ir. Chairman, the word constructive has two meanings; one 
implies the power to construct something, the other implies 
something assumed, suppositions. 

Let it pass, then, as a "splendid record of 'assumed,' 'sup
posititious,' 'constructive' statesmanship,'' which fortunately 
constructed nothing. [Laughter and applause on the Repub
lican side.] 

THE YE.AU 1910. 

The year 1910 was a comet year, and, while there is no scien
tific basis for the theory, it would almost seem as if the tail 
of Halley's comet had whipped into the atmosphere of this par
ticular sphere in passing mephitic gases conducive to hysteria, 
which found congenial lodgment in hospitable brains, which 
have ever since harbored and retained them. 

In the year 1910 the public mind was predisposed to see 
things and to be seduced by stories of ghosts, hobgoblins, and 
chimeras, and even staid, old New England began to slip the 

· moorings of her reason. 
The year 1910 was abnormal also in that it produced discon

tent in a time of plenty. In 1910 times were good and prices 
were high. We all like high prices, but we like them for what 
we have to sell, and we all like low prices, but we like them for 
what we have to buy; that is, as Josh Billings said some 
years ago: 

" It takes less philosophy to take things as they come than it 
does to part with things as they go." [Laughter and applause.] 

But what we have to sell some one else has to buy, and what 
some one else has to sell we have to buy; and inasmuch as we 
are all buyers and sellers, it is obvious that we must all go up 
and down together, except when some monopoly locates itself at 
the commercial crossroads and collects toll from human neces
sity, and every law upon the Federal statute books against 
monopoly was written there by Republican Congresses. [Ap
plause on the Republican side.] 

In the year 1910, however, the people were told that the Re
publican Party was the party of protection, tru~ts, and monop
oly ; that protection protects trusts, makes prices high, and 
rears a wall around the helpless victims of licensed plunder. 
[Laughter on Republican side.] 

I can hear my friend from Missouri over there saying it nqw. 
[Laughter on the Republican side.T 

Why, in 1910 prices were high the world over and the Repub
lican Party had not built a wall around the world 

Prices were high in Europe, high in South Africa, high in 
Australasia, high in China and Japan, high in South America, 
high in the United States and high in Canada, high in nations 
which protect their markets, and high in nations which impose 
a tariff for revenue only. 

But nobody saw that. All the people saw was some feverish 
orator on a platform somewhere denouncing something. And 
the man who denounced something did not care much what 
effect his denunciation Inight have on the country so long as he 
won. .As 1\fr. Dooley says : 

" It was like gettin' fame by bein' among those present at a 
boiler explosion." [Laughter.] 

The nations of Europe have been conducting investigations 
as to the cause of high prices in Europe, and the President of 
the United States now recommends an appropriation of $20,000 
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to pay our share of the expense of an international conference 
to be held at· Washington, to propose plans to the nations of the 
world for " an international inquiry into the high cost of 
lt'dng." 

THE LOGIC OF THE LAST CAMPAIGN. 

Notwithstanding all this, you gentlemen won the last cam
paign by telling the people that ';the iniquitous Payne tariff 
law" was the sum total of human depravity and the cause of 
high prices. 

Nobody read the Payne law-that is, not many people did
but everybody knew that prices were high. And for campaign 
purposes it was sufficient to assume that because two things 
existed at one and the same time therefore one was the cause 
of the other. It was like saying there is malaria in Washing
ton. Congress sits in Washington, -therefore Congress is the 
cause of malaria in Washington. [Applause on the Republican 
side.] That kind of an argument was a good deal easier to 
make than to discuss the law of supply and demand or the 
quantitative theory of money. 

You told the people who live in cities that prices were high, 
because, by reason of protection, farmers were getting too 
much for what they had to sell; and at the first way station 
·out of tO\\'TI you congratulated the farmer on the high prices he 
was getting for what he had to sell to the people who live in 
cities, and you will do it again. 

But you never read to the American workingmen what Sam
uel Gom]jers, after a tour of Europe, reported in June, 1910, as 
to the state of American labor in comparison with foreign 
labor-

" That millions of wageworkers now have a s~orter workday 
by several hours than 30 years ago; 

"That the present .organization of employing capital has 
almost wholly eliminated the uncertainty formerly experienced 
by wageworkers as to getting their pay when due; 

"That constantly in(!reasing wages on the whole during the 
present generation, considerably excelling the rise in average 
prices, meantime can be shown by the records of the wage scales 
for the workers, organized and unorganized; . 

"That the conditions for the education and normal growth of 
the youth of America never were better than to-day." 

And-
" That looking over our whole broad land there was never a 

greater proportion of home owners, never a higher level of com
fort for America's workers." [Applause on the Republiean 
side.] ' 

You never read this to any audience of American workingmen. 
You told them prices were high, and you talked to them about 
the "iniquitous Payne tariff law." 

You never explained to the American laboring man that his · 
wages would be reduced to the level of foreign wages if pro
tection were removed. 

You simply told him he was a consumer, and that with lower 
tariff rates foreign manufacturers, paying lower wages than are 
paid here, would get a chance at this market. 

But you did not tell him that by so much as the foreign 
manufacturer get~ possession of this market, by so much he 
displaces production here; and that by so much as he displaces 
production here he deprives American labor of employment here 
and increases the employment of labor abroad; and that by so 
much as he forces prices down by competition, by so much 
he forces down American wages; and that by so much as he 
forces down American wages he forces down the purchasing 
power of American labor. 

You never told the American. laboring man that it is of no 
advantage to a man to be able to buy things 5 per cent cheaper 
when his wages are 25 per cent lower or he is out of work 
entirely. 

And you never told him that if the foreigner got control of 
our market, prices would go up. 

You never told him that in the last analysis the question of 
protection of American labor . and American industry is a ques
tion of American manhood and American citizenship, and that 
one reason why the American laboring man is the best all
round man on earth, mentally and physically, is because he is 
the best fed, best clothed, and best housed man on earth [ap
plause on the Republican side], and that it takes a well-fed, 
well-clothed, and well-housed man to make a good citizen. 

You never told him these things. You never read to any au
dience of American laboring men that John Mitchell said in the 
Outlook in September, 1909, that "any redaction in wages 
means a lowering in the standard of living; and the standard 
of living among a civilized people can not be lowered witllont 
lowering in the same ratio the physical standard and the iu:te1-
lectual and moral ideals of that people." [Applause on the 
Republican side.] 

• 
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You never told any audience o! American laboring men that 
inasmuch as this is a Government of the people and by majori
ties the Government ls not lodged in legislative, executive, and · 
judicial branches in the last analysis, but is lodged under every 

· man's hat, and that as a man thinketh, so is he, rmd that as a 
majority think, so goes the Republic, and that a man is not 
apt to think right on a.n empty stomach or when he sees his 
family in want. 

You never reminded the American laboring man that the 
more people there are employed in factories the more people 
there are to bay what the farmer grows to sell, and that the 
more people there are to buy what the farmer grows to sell 
the more the farmer ~ells of what he grows to sell, and that 
the more the farmer sells of what he grows to sell the more he 
buys of what the manufacturer ·makes to sell, and that the 
more the manufacturer sells -0f what he makes to sell the more 
people he employs to make more goods to sell tl> everybody 
and the more the railroads haul for everybody. You never 
told him any of these things. [Applause on the Republican 
side.] 

You never told him that when a factory runs full time, at full 
capacity, each unit of production is made cheaper than when 
it runs haltingly, to supply a spasmodic demand, and that, 
therefore, consumers buy cheaper and laborers receive higher 
and steadier wages. 

You never told him that other enlightened nations protect 
their own people and their own markets, and that by your 
policy we would be throwing open this twenty-eight billion dol
lar market for the exploitation of other nations which J)rotect 
their markets against us. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

You never told him that if our markets were thrown open to 
foreign producers one of two things would happen, either wages 
would go down or men would go out of work and factories out 
of existence. 

You never told him any of these things. 
And yet the fundamental reason ·for protection is that it does 

protect American labor, and the American laboring man never 
received better wages for shorter hours than now, and never 
had more money deposited in savings banks than now, and 
never went home to a better home than now, and the American 
school is the best school on earth, and the man born or natural
ized under the American fiag has the best chance on earth, and 
therefore the American flag is the best flag on earth [applause], 
and if q.n_y man born on foreign soil is disposed to deny this, 
why did he come here? 

The Payne law did three things that place it far in advance of 
previous tariff bills in constructive legislation. 

First, it established a Customs Court for the speedy and uni
form construction of tariff law. 

Second, it gave us equality of opportunity with all other na
tions in the markets of all other nations by a system of maxi
mum and minimum rates. 

Third, it provided for the beginning of a tariff board by which 
to seek to ascertain the difference between the cost of produc
tion at home and abroad. 

Mr. TOWNSEND. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
The CHAJRMAN. Will the gentleman from Michigan yield 

to the gentleman from New Jersey? 
Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. I regret I can not yield. I 

have only a limited time. 
Mr. TOWNSEND. Just one question, which will illuminate 

the subject. 
Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. I can not yield. I do not 

wish to stop to discuss the gentleman's question now. My time 
is limited. 

Mr. TOWNSEND. I just wanted to ask-
. Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. I do not yield . 

The CH.AIRl\!AN. The gentleman declines to yield. 
Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. I differ with some of my as

sociates in believing that the declaration in our --platform of 
1908 that duties should be so levied as to equal the difference 
between the cost of production at home and abroad was the 
declaration of the most enlightened policy of recent times, be
cause it is a policy framed to meet conditions which have 
greatly changed in the comparatively brief time since the pas
sage of the Dingley law. 

SPEED. 

Draper, in Ws "Intellectual Development of Europe,'' says, 
" Empires are only sand hills in the hourglass of time," and 
the running of the sand for a quarter of a century is swifter 
than a ivatch in the night. 

Sometimes it runs red with blood, sometimes it runs golden 
with the harvests of peace, sometimes it is stagnant with doubt 
.n~ if humanity were pausing which way to go, and sometimes 
it is electric, charged with the spirit of unrest and change, but 

always it is the seed bed and the graveyard of mankind, nnd 
always the sand runs on, and the old order is always passing 
away. 

The occupant of the spot light plays his part and moves o:tr 
the stage. The political faker of to-day becomes the laughing 
stock of to-morrow and a hazy memory next week. 

Across the stage pass kings, conquerors, lawgivers, saints, 
harlequins, and jesters, in pomp or squalor, in ephemeral tri
umps or desperate reverses, and always the sand runs on. 

The period since 1898 has been a period of swift and feverish 
evolution from what Carlyle called· a "gro_s steam-engine civili
zation" into an electric civilization. 

No one is willing to take 40 years or even 40 days now in 
trying to reach any kind of a promised land, but everybody 
wants to go by express in a Pullman car. 

We live in an age of huITy and congestion. We hardJy O'et 
our eyes fixed upon the moving picture before the moving slide 
has slid on. 

In 30 minutes now, measuring life by its experiences and not 
by length of years, a man lives longer, sees more, hears more, 
and gets more indigestion and nen-ous prostration than old 
.l\Iethuselah did in all his stagnant years. [Laughter and 
applause.] 

We do not want contentment and satisfaction. If we have 
them, we want something else. We want sensation. 

And if we b.ave a. President who is going steadily along his 
unadvertised way, every dny doing something substantial, the 
political gallery gads are dis atis.fied, because they want him 
to smash something so they ca.n hear it jingle. [Laughter and 
applause.] 

THE T.A:Rlli'F .AND CENTRALIZATION. 

We live in a world of rush and noise and machinery-in a 
tariff world and a world of centralization, in which industries 
are centralized regardless of free trade or protection. 

Something like a hundred years ago Adam Smith, writing 
about corporations, said they could never hope to gain much 
ground because it is "inherent in men to manage more dili
gently their own property than the property of others." 

But corporations nowadays are willing to manage not only 
their own affairs but everybody else's affairs. 

Immediately after the pas age of the Dingley law in 1897 the 
country entered upon a period of restored public confidence, in 
which men strained every resource to make the most out of a 
time of phenomenal prosperity. 

Feeling the necessity of producing at central points commodi
ties to supply increasing areas of trade, created by increasing 
facilities of transportation, communication, and exchange, re
sulting from the inci·easing use of steam and electricity, the·y 
organized new corporations and reorganized old corporations 
into new corporations until corporate combinations, organized 
under the laws of various States, have outgrown the States o! 
their organization and become national and international in 
their scope. . 

For ·illustration, down to May 31, 1900, 2,160 theretofo1'e sep· 
arate, independent industries were organized into 185 trusts, 
and of these 185 trusts only 65 had been organized before 1 97 ; 
and the sum of the capitalization of these 2,160 eparate, inde
pendent industries was one and a half billion dollars, but the 
sum of the capitalization of the resulting 185 trusts was three 
and a half billion dollar& 

This movement swept on into the opening years of the twen
tieth century, until now industries not only here but throughout 
the commercial world are reduced to a few large units, run by 
a few large units, each controlling an area of trade, within 
which smaller industries in the very nature of ·things can only 
exist on sufferance of their larger neighbors. · 

THE TARIFF PLANK. 

What, then, is the relation of the ta.riff to centralized mo
nopoly? 

Down to 1897 it was easy to demonstrate that domestic com
petition would regulate prices, that when an industry was 
found profitable, A, B, and C, and so on down the alphabet 
would go into business, and by domestic competition reduce 
prices to consumers, even below the duty exacted on similar ' 
imported articles. · 

But now A, B, and C, and so on down the alphabet are or
ganized into corporate combinations and competition no longer 
regulates. 

Therefore, by as much as you raise the duty above the dif
ference between the cost of production at home and abroad, 
by that much you invite domestic monopolies to overcharge 
domestic consumers [applause]; and therefore, in our platform 
of 1908, we declared for duties which should equal the difference 
between the cost of production at home and abroad. 

That plank has an upward limit and a downward limit. 



1912. CONGRE~SIOX AL RECORD-HOUSE. 4075 
An upward limit-why? To protect American consumers 

from being ove1·charged by American monopolies. A downward 
limit-why? To protect American labor from competition with 
foreign labor. 

With tbe adoption of this policy it became perfectly apparent 
that some means must be devised to aid a Ways and Means 
Committee in ascertaining with some degree of scientific accu
racy the difference between the cost of production at home and 
abroad, and the Payne bill provided the beginning of a Tariff 
Board. 

The reason is plain. Before the present Ways and Means 
Committee was created by the Speaker, and the chairman of 
that committee was given the power to run the House as the 
vicegerent and alter ego of the Speaker-in the earlier and less 
holy days-it had been the custom of Ways and Means Com
mittees to hold open hearings and take testimony, not assuming 
that they could impart information without first obtaining it 
and never assuming that they could frame a tariff bill based 
upon backstairs communications from selected, biased sources. 
[Applause on the Republican side.] 

In the earlier and less holy times it was the custom of Ways 
and Means Committees to take testimony, generally for months, 
before framing a bill. 

But even then it was difficult to reconcile conflicting interests
difficult even to divide among the Democratic brethren the pabu
lum of protection which they wanted for their districts, so they 
could go out and yell the more lustily for free trade. [Applause 
on the Republican side.] 

FR.A.MING A TARIFF BILL. 

Let us along this row of seats for a moment imagine ourselves 
a Ways and Means Committee, if you can mount to the dizzy 
and rarefied atmosphere of such power and respectability all at 
once [laughter on the Republican side], and let us proceed to 
take testimony. 

Now here comes an importer. He may run a department 
store and rtm a newspaper at one and the same time, and he 
says he does not need protection at all. 

Here comes a great corporation, .which solely for purposes of 
illustration I will assume to be momentarily represented by my 
fTiend from Colorado [Mr. RucKEB]. He says "We are large 
and we do not need much protection." 

Here comes a cor~oration with smaller capital represented by 
my friend from Michigan [Mr. DoRE.MUs], who demonstrates 
that his corporation can not run at all without considerable pro
tection. 

Here comes a man from the great Northwest and he says that 
just across the international boundary line they are digging 
coal and sawing lumber with oriental labor and that bis country 
can not compete without high duties. 

Here comes a Representative from the Great Plains country, 
a little farther east. He says his people need cheap lumber 
and· cheap coal and demands low duties or no duties. 

A l\Iember appears from a little farther east and demands 
protection for coal and iron. 

Here is another from the Southwest. He says bis people 
grow cattle with hides on, and he wants a duty on hides. But 
a 1\Iember from New England wants free hides and promises 
cheaper shoes and cheaper harnesses. 

Mr. PAYNE. Do not forget peanuts. [Laughter.] 
l\Ir. HAMILTON of .Michigan. The bill is framed, and you 

report it. It is a compromise in the committee and a further 
compromise on the floor. It goes to a Senate committee, where 
the balancing and compromising goes on. It is reported to the 
Senate and further oYerhauled. It goes to conference, where 
"the disagreeing votes of the two Houses" are further com
promised, and finally it goes to the President. 

EVOLUTION OF A TARIFF BOA.RD. 

For these reasons, and because the maximum and mm1mum 
proyisions of the Payne law made it necessary to have persons 
skilled in tariff matters to aid the President in securing in
formation to enable him to conclude negotiations with other na
tions, the Payne law, in 1!)09, carried a provision authorizing 
the President "to employ such persons as may be required." 

By a process of evolution, admirably stated by the gentleman 
from Connecticut [Mr. HILL], that provision was broadened 
into the present law in the first regular session of the Sixty
first Congress. 

But the people were not satisfied with that provision, and in 
1910 the Republican platforms of 28 States demanded a perma
nent, independent, nonpartisan commission; and in January, 
1911, the National Tariff Commission Association met in Wash
ington and adopted a resolution demanding "from the Slxty
first Congress, then convened in final session, the enactment of 
a bill creating a permanent nonpartisan tariff commission." 

Pursua:nt to that demand a bill was reported unanimously 
by the then Committee on Ways and l\Ieans. 

In support of that bill .the gentleman from Missouri, Mr. 
CLARK, now the honored Speaker of the House of Ilepresenta· 
tives, said: 

We are not afraid of Information from any source. We welcome it. 
I think I am at liberty to say that it takes a vast amount of informa
tion to get up a tariff bill which anybody of good sense is willing to 
stand to in days to come. . 

But the importance of framing a bill upon information that 
would appeal to people of " good sense " seemed more pre§sing 
upon the gentleman from Missouri in January than it did in 
June. [Laughter.] 

In support of that bill, the gentleman from Alabama, l\Ir. 
UNDERWOOD, among other things, said (and I read this in con· 
nection with the speech the gentleman from Alabama delivered 
yesterday) : 

You know, and every Democrat here knows, that one of the greatest 
difficulties we have had to face ls that when the Ways and Means Com
mittee ~oes into session to ascertain the facts upon which to write a 
tariff bill, the only men who are sufficiently interested to come before 
us and give the facts are the protected industries of the United States, 
and yet to-day you would vote to continue that condition. 

And therefore the gentleman from Alabama [l\fr. UNDERWOOD] • 
argued for a tariff board a year ago. l\fr. UNDERWOOD and l\Ir. 
CLARK have changed since then-degenerated into mere candi
dates for the Presidency [laughter]-but the principle for 
which they stood bas not changed. 

PRESENT METHOD OF FRAMING TARIFF BILLS. 

The testimony of the distinguished gentleman from Pennsyl
vania [l\fr. PALMER], speaking on the steel bill, January 29 last, 
corroborates the gentleman from Alabama [l\fr. UNDERWOOD] ; 
that is, it corroborates Mr. UNDERWOOD a year ago. He says : 

The committee has exercised patience with all of them, and has 
denied to no man the right to present his case in any way he saw fit, 
e:z:cept by taking up the time of the committee ancl of this Congress by 
holding public hearings before the fuli Committee on Ways and Means. 

That is to say, "interested" persons have been heard in pri
vate by the Democratic members of the committee, but not by 
the committee: 

The gentleman from Missouri [l\fr. CLARK] said a year ago 
that you were not afraid of information from any source. 

The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD] said a year · 
ago that one of the greatest difficulties a Ways and Means Com
mittee bas to deal with is that only men who are sufficiently 
" interested" come before the committee. 

And now the only persons heard are "interested" persons, 
and they are not heard by the committee, but are heard in 
"private " by the Democratic members of the committee. 

In the earlier and less holy times when you felt particularly 
reckless about language you used to berate the Republican 
Party unjustly for what you ·called its . association with " the 
interests," but we never framed a tariff bill in secret, with the 
advice of unknown "interests." [Applause on the Republican 
side.] 

We never framed a tariff bill uI)on secret communications of 
"interested" parties, who knew they would get a bearing be
cause of sympathetic political affiliations. 

I do not know why it is, but I am reminded of a prayer of the 
Chaplain which made an impression upon me at the time and 
which for some reason coines back to me now : " Since cant and 
hypocrisy are the worst of sins, _preserve us, 0 Lord, from 
these." [Laughter on the Republican side.] 

The Republican Party had entered upon a rational, scientific 
plan for tariff adjustment. 

That policy has been supplanted now by a policy of tariff 
revision, based upon star-chamber, backstairs, secret communi
cations and political guesswork. 

THE NEED OF POLITTC.A.L SANITY. 

But the country can stand all that. It bas liYed, thriven, and 
grown for 136 years, counting the Declaration of Independence 
as the beginning of things national, and during all that time 
there have been legislative political manipulations, political agi
tations, and political agitators. 

Generation after generation has come into being in a land 
of constantly widening opportunities, and the exploitations of 
political showmen, keen to guess what sensation the public 
will want next and to pand~· to it, keen to exploit a political 
emotion and to pander to it,' have apparently had no retarding 
influence. 

The country can stand these things. They are the surface 
operations of the men of the hour dealing with surface mani-
festations for their own ephemeral uses. . 

But below these are the profounder problems of the social rela
tions of the people, by whom and for whom this Government 
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·was organized out of a dream of human equality, which ought 
to be realized more ancl more as the years ·go by. 

'But OUT population is becoming congested in great cities. 
Lines of caste are becoming more and more defined~ The cor
porate machine employer and the corporate machine employee 
have taken the place of the old personal relation between man 
and man. We are building industrial towers of Babel, ana ·we 
go our ways separately, although we jostle one another on the 
sidewalk. In short, the incubator is becoming more and more 
the~other of the chicken. [Laughter and applause.] 

There never was a . time of greater need of level-headed 
stability than now. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

The Nation was never more in need of the kind of patriotism 
and _political sanity that rises above mere self-seeking than now. 

And yet there never was a time when men- were apparently 
more willing to fAn any smoldering discontent into a blaze for 
personal political gain than now. 

There never was a time when men were more willing to sow 
grudges and discontent th.an now. 

There never was a time when men were more ready to~ 
or amend the Constitution than now. 

On the other hand, there never was a time when a larger 
element of our population were -susceptible to inflammatory 
influences than now. . 

There never was a time when a larger e1ement oi'. our popu
lation could be played upon by opera.-bouffe, whirling-dervish 
methods than now. 

.And there never was a time when party fealty-sat more lightly 
llpon American citizenship than now. 

DANGERS. 

The danger to our Republic is not in a -strong, central, -consti.
tutional government-a government of "indestructible States in 
an inaesh·uctible Union o'f States "-but it is in the clamorous 
contention of the men of the hour for the loosening of constitu
;tional restraints. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

The danger to our Republic is not the power lodged by our 
.fathers in executives, courts, congresses, a.nd legislatures. which 
ser1e in the open and can be called up or called down, but in 
the breeding of public want of confidence in our institutions 
and in the men temporarily intrusted wlth power to l"un them. 

The danger to our Republic is not in the men drawn from fue 
ranks and temporarily intrusted with power, but in "the light, 
flippant, vaudeville, ragtime treatment by a -p.art of our public 
press of the serious eff.o,rts of honest .IQen in public office to bet. 
ter conditions; in the blighting want of confidence in public· 
ser vants, engendered by a certain sort of journalism, which 
creeps like a pestilence among the _people and not only poiscms 
the sources from which patriotic service must be drawn, but 
.atrophies the patriotism that ought to make a man proud to die 
:for his country if need be. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

It can not be that the greatest good of the greatest number 
..can be subser-ved by destroying public confidence in our public 
men and our public institutions. . 

While punishment swift and sure should follow every act of 
official corruption, because it is wrong and because every un
punished act of official corruption lowers tire public estimate of 
the whole service, at the same time the reput.a.tion of every 
honest public servant is part of the assets of the Nation, and 
generous credit ought to be .given to every man who faithfully 
performs the trust reposed in him. 

I want to read you what John Morley said of the English 
Parliament: 

For my part-
He says-

nftel" 25 years of experience my strong impression is that -* * • in 
manly conscientiousness, quick and sure response to high appeal, in 
public duty and moral feeling, in a strong feeling for fair play-that in 
these things the House of Commons has not deteridrated, but, on the 
contrary, has markedly improved. 

l\fr. ChQirman. in my judgment that is true of the American 
Congress. [.A.pplau e.] 
If I had my way I would not be anxious for far-flung bound

ary lines, but I would be anxious to widen the breathing space 
'Of American citizenship within our boundary lines-to try to 
prevent crowding and congestion~to try to get men to c~me out 
of crowded cities into the open country-to limit more and more 
the influx of undesirable immigration-to instill aeeper pa
triotism and greater respect for our institutions, and to try to 
de•elop the sentiment of brotherhood among men. 

Ren.an somewhere says : 
What welds men into a nation is the memory of great deeds, done in 

COfI\IDOn, and the will to accomplish more. 

We ha"\'e them-we have the memories of great deeds done in 
~ommon-heroic memories stretching back to " "$ea fights n.nd. 
l and fights, grim and great, fought to make or save the State," 

.and they -are part or the heritage of every child born under the 
American flag. [Applause.] And we have the will to accom
plish ·more against any foreign foe. But as Lincoln once said, 
if danger ever comes to us, it can not reach u.s from a.broad. It 
-must rise up from among ourselves. 

The question whether government of the people and by the 
people will be n.ble to continue to govern itself is no longer a 
far-off .question_; it is here. 

On a lonely monument up in Birmingham churchyard, on the 
battle field of the Brandywine, there is an inscription taken 
from an .address delivered by Lafayette at the Turks Head Inn, 
.in 1825, which is just as applicable now a.s it wa.s then : 

" May the blood spilled by_ thousands with equal ·merit in the 
ca use t>f independence and freedom be to ensuing generations nn 
eternal pledge of unalloyed republicanism, Federal union, public 
prosperity, and domestic happiness." [Prolonged applause on 
the Republican side.] 

J\Ir. PETERS. 1\fr. Chairman, -for the first time in nearly 20 
years the Democratic Party has .control of the House of Repre
sentatives, and this Congress ·has given it the opportunity to 
show to the people of the country ·its sincerity and -earnestness 
in carrying out its preelection -pledges. 

The turning of a majority of 45 in one Congress into a 
minority of over 60 in the next is a. fact .of deep political sig
nificane.e. · [Applu use on the ·nemocra tic side.] The results of the 
election showed that ~e people of this country were thoroughly 
aroused. One issue had been growing in ·their minds with 
greater and greater distinctness. With -each succeeding year 
the cost of living increased and at a much greater ratio than the 
returns for labor. As the cost of living grew higher the people 
became more and more convinced that the exactions of fue pro
tectiv.e taTiff were a predominant "factor in pToducing the results 
against which they struggled. This feeling naturally resulted 
in a demand for the lowering of the tariff rates. 

Against this demand the leaders of the Republican Party, 
controlled b_y the high-protective interests, stubbornly contested. 
Forced by necessity, however, and coming face to face wifu the 
la t presidential campaign, they were obliged to yield and in
sert in their platform, as one of their promises to the people, 
that there should be a. re-vision of the i.ariff. Such a revision 
was said by their candidate 'for the Presidency and by all the 
Republican speakers, to mean a revision downward. That the 
people had confidence in that pledge was shown by the results 
of the election. 

In.trenched once more in power, however, that Republican 
majority ignored its promises and failed to materially lower 
the tariff rates. The people were shown conclusively that they 
could loOk for no relief from a revision of the taritr by the 
-party of high protection. Stung with a realization of the in
effectiveness of their demand, the voters in the next congres
sional election turned from this party, which had tricked and 
beh·ayed them, .and placed in power the Democrats. 

That the tariff was the dominant issue in the Democratic 
success of the State elections for 1910 will be shown by a glance 
at the State platforms. In fi-ve of our lending industrial States, 
where the Democratic P a.Tty incorporated in their platforms 
vigorous protests against the inconsistencies of the Payne la. w 
and insisted on a revision of the tariff downward, Democratic 
gol'ernors were .elected to succeed Republicans. 

S"TATE .Pr..ATF ORMS O~ T.HE TA.RIFF, 

Let me quote briefly from the ta.riff planks of these .five 
States, Connecticut, New York, .New Jersey, Indiana, und Massa
chusetts: 

DElIOCllA.TIC PL.l.."T F Oilll OF CO~NECTICUT. 

·We believe that an extension of the free list and a reduction in many 
of the rates * • • would advance the prosperity of the mass of 
our people without leading to any injustice to invested capital or any 
reduction in tbe wages of employees. 

DE!\IOCRAT IC PLATF OILU OF NEW YORK . 

The Payne-Aldrich tariff la~ * .. • was a flagrant breach of 
faith by the Republican I'arty. * * • We declare our belief that 
only by an honest revis ion of the tar iff downward * • • can this 
excessive cost of living be lessened a nd t he necessaries ot life again be 
brought within rea.sonable reach of til e people of the country. . 

DE:OJOCRATIC PL.ATFOIUI OF NEW J E.RSEY. 

* • • We charge that the Republicn_n Party through the p1·esC;llt 
unfuir tariff • • • is I-a rgely r e pons1ble for the high cost of hv· 
lng now burdening our whole people. 

·DEMOCllATIC PLATFORM OF I~DIA..°"A. 

We denounce the J>ayne-Aldrich tariff act as a masterpiece of in· 
justice, involving remorseless exactions from the many to enrich the 
few. 

DX MOCP.ATI C l'LATFOR.M OF MASSACH USETTS. 
We demand the removal of taxes upon foodstulrs an.d other neces

saries of life. 
Quotations from ofher State platforms could be given, but 

these will suffice to show that the ·Democratic Party was elected 
in both Federal and State contests with a definite commission 
to perform. 
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With the issue of the tariff thus clearly presented the people 

in these five States n'ot only elected Democrats for governors 
in place of Republicans, but sent to the Sixty-second Congress 
46 Democratic Representatives where in the previous Congress 
there had been but 28. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

Tbe Democratic House of Representatives, to which the con
structive work of revising the tariff falls, went to work at the 
earliest possible moment to carry out its party pledges. 

REVENUE DUTIES. 

For over a year now I have had the pleasure, as one of the 
majority members of the Ways and Means Committee, of assist
ing in the preparation of bills which in a straightforward man
ner meet the party promises and which seek to lower the cost 
of the necessities of life and place in lieu of a high _protective 
duty afforded to certain favored manufacturers the lowest 
duties consistent with producing an adequate re11enue for our 
Government. 

The difficulties of the situation have been .met and the efforts 
of our committee have given effective expression to the purpose 
of om· party to i·evise the tariff. That this has been done is in 
no small part owing to the untiring efforts and conscientious 
servke, as well as to the chaTacter and ability of the chairman 
of our committee, the gentleman from Alabama [l\Ir. UNDER
woon]. [Applause.] His unfailing tact, judgment. and the con
structive leadership of himself and the Speaker of the House, 
the gentleman from Missouri, ha>e enabled the Democratic 
Party to-day to point to tariff bills which are genuine re\isions. 
downward, and through their guidance the Democratic majority 
has so conducted itself as to win public confidence and approval. 
That such confidence will extend to greater responsibilities for 
the Democratic Party in the futu1·e seems assured. [App la use 
on the Democratic side.] 

THE COST OF LIVI~G. 

The eyer-increasing cost of living brought home to our people 
the absolute necessity for calling a halt on the protective ex
actions of the Republican tariff. The _present great adrnnce in 
prices has been continuous since the year 1896. Bradstreet's 
Index Number shows an increase, from 1896 to the present date, 
of a little over 51 per cent in cost, or about 3.2 per cent a year. 
Even comparing February 1, 1912, with January 1 of the same 
year, we find that the Index Number works out a rise of a frac
tion over 1 per cent, though it is a drop of two-tenths of 1 per cent 
over December, 1911. It is, noweser, an increase of 2.1 per cent 
from February 1, 1911. This adrnnce in prices diminishes the 
power to purchase of every wage earner and renders the strug
gle to obtain the necessities of life increasingly hard. 

The prime necessities of life are food and clothing. In both 
of these the prices to the consumer has constantly increased, 
and in each case is fairly representative of the general increase 
of prices throughout the counfry at large. The prices of these 
articles are affected by the tariff rates in several ways. Certain 
of the products, more particularly clothing, have placed 011 them 
high duties, which in many instances give the manufacturers com
plete control of the American market. The fact that of the 
entire consumption ,of clothing in this country only 3 per cent 
of our woolen clothing and 6 per cent of our cotton clothing is 
imported shows that the duties on that commodity ga>e to the 
domestic manufacturers practically exclusirn control of our 
market. In food products, while many of them are exported, 
yet those exportations are constantly decreasing in •olurne. 
The demand is rapidly overtaking the supply, and it is but a few 
years before many of them will cease altogether to l>e exported. 

COMMISSIO::'! ON COST OF Ln·r.·a. 

So insistent has become the demand for relief that the Presi
dent sent a message to Congress on February 2, Hl12, and recom
mended an appropriation to enable him to inYite foreign go\ern
ments to a conference on the subject, with which object I 
entirely agree. He says, in part, in his message : 

For some years past the high and .steadily increasing cost of living 
has been a matter of such grave pubhc concern that I deem it of great 
public interest that an international conference be held at this time for 
the purpose of preparing plans to be submitted to t he various govern
ments for an international inquiry into the high cost of living, its 
extent, causes. effects. and possib_le remedies. 

The Democrats took steps to end one of the causes ef the 
increasing cost of living in this country, and had the President 
seen fit to sign instead of to veto the Democratic tariff bills 
there would not now be so pressing a need for a commission 
on this subject. Even a commission on the cost of living com
posed of protectionists can n'ot justify a tariff on food products. 

My own State of Massachusetts appointed a commission on 
the subject of the high cost of Jiving, and I wish to quote from 
its report (Mass. House, 1910, Doc. 1750, p. 384) : 

But the tariff· was never meant to apply seriously to the food of 
the people, save for the development of such industries as the _growing · 
of fruit in Florida or beets for sugar in the West. From the first it 

was designed to create and preserve manufacturing industries. The 
odium of the corn laws need but be suggested to show how obnopous 
would be a serious tax Qn food. If we have reached the point where 
it is of real importa,nce to us to have the product of the farms of the 
North, as well as that Qf the farms of the West, no tariff hindrance 
can be endured. ' 

And, again, on page 530 : 
It is not probable that the removal of the duty on farm products 

would diminish by a penny the wage rate of farm laborers anywhere 
in the United States. That rate is determined by the competition of 
the mill and the attractiveness of the city. * * * 

It is not our belief tlllbt removal of the tariff on the staple articles 
of food would speedily and greatly reduce the cost of living. The 
same causes are makin"' food high in all the civilized world, and ·the 
difference between whofesale prices is not enough to warrant the ex
pectation that a policy ,of what, .for brevity's sake, would doubtless be 
called " free food " could change international transactions greatly and 
at once. Its impo1-tance comes from the fact that we are soon going 
to bny a material part of our food outside our own limits. It would 
further have the very beneficial consequence of removing what chance 
may now exist to " corner" food products-a chance that puts the 
public at the mercy of the speculator and the trust. To some extent, 
also, it would lessen our dependence on the seasons and the weather. 
Bad harvests rarely occur over all the world. 

We subihit, therefore. that it is a wise, economic policy to give the 
people free access to those articles of food that call for the bulk of 
the expenditllre of the masses. For purposes of revenue it may be 
wise to tax somewhat the coillforts, and the heaviest duties should bP. 
levied on the luxuries, but the food n ecessities of Ufe should be "free." 

In carrying out its pledges to reduce the cost of necessities 
the Democratic Congress bas passed bills which, among other 
important items, place on the free list the following necessities 
of life, and I have placed opposite them the taxes which the 
people now pay as imposed on them in the Payne-Aldrich Act: 

Fresh beef, 1! cents per pound. 
Fresh mutton, 1! cents per pound. 
Fresh pork, lf cents per pound. 
Hams, 4· cents per pound. 
Bacons, 4 cents per pound. 
Lard and compounds, 1! cents per pound. 
Sa a sage (except bologna), 2.5 per cent. 
Flour, 25 per cent. 
Bread, biscuits, wafers, 20 per cent. 
'Buckwheat flour, 25 per cent. 
Oatmeal, 1 cent per pound. 
Salt, 33 to 80 per cent. 
Sewing machines, 30 per cent. 
Lumber (average on rough and dressed), $2 per thousand feet_ 

COST OF FOOD. 

The United States Commissioner of Labor has compiled a 
table showing the average cost of the varipus articles of food 
consumed by 2,567 average-size families. 
Avernge cost of the varfous articles of the food consumea i ·n averaga 

fa111ily of United States. 
{Compiled from elghteenth report United States Commissioner of Labor. 

The statistics are based on returns secured principally in 1901 from 
2,567 families of the average size of 5.31 persons.] 

Articles. Unit of 
measure. Quantity. Average P:~~~~f 

cost. penditures. 

Fresh beeI.. _ . .. .... _ .. __ ......... . . Pounds. . . 349. 7 $50. 05 15. 31 
Saltbeef .... ·-·····-···-·····-·······-do ...... 48.G 5.26 1.61 
Fresh hog products ... _ ...... _ .. _ ...... do...... 114. 2 14. 02 4.4. 29

25 Salt hog products ............ _ ........ do...... 110. 5 13. 89 
Othermeat·--·-·--····················do ...... 77.7 9.79 2.99 

~~~~:.-.-.~::::~:::::::::::::::::::: ::~~~:::::: ~u ~:i~ n~ 
~.-.·-~:::::::::::::::::::::::::::: &:~:~::: 3~:~ ~:~ u~ 
Butter ......... _ ............. ·- ... _ Pounds... ll7.1 28. 76 8. 8!) 
Cheese .. . ·--····-··-·-·-······-·· -·· . .. do ...... 16. 0 2.62 . 0 
Lard .................................. do...... 84.4 9.35 2. 8G 
Tea .... ·-·· · -··-- : ·-·············-- __ .do...... 10. 6 5.30 1.62 
Coffee .. ···········-··--- - ·········· __ .do...... 46.8 10. 74 3.28 
Sugar ... ·--·····-······-······-·····--do ...... 268.5 15.76 11.82 
Molasses .. __ . ___ ............... ·-. __ Gallons._ 3. 6 1. G9 . 52 
Flour and meal. _ ... _. _ ............ _ Pounds_ . . 680. 8 16. 76 5. 13 
Bread .. __ . _____ ·- __ ....... _ .... _ ... Loaves .. __ 252. 7 12. 44 3. 81 
Rice ... __ _ . ___ ._ .. _................. Pounds ... 25.1 2. Oa . 63 
Potatoes.---·---·-- ···········-····- Bushels ._. 14.7 12.93 3.95 
Ot.ber vegetables .................. _ .. ... . _ .... __ ........... 18. 85 5. 77 ' 
Frnit. ____ ____ ____ . __ ..... ..... _. _ .. __ .. _ ..... _. _ ........ _ _ _ 16. 52 5. 05 
Vinegar, pickles, and con dim en ts . . . . _ ....... _ . _ _ ... _ ..... _ _ 4. 12 1. ZG 
Otherfood ....................... __ ········-··- -···-·· ·· -·· 20.40 6.24 ____ ,_ ___ _ 

TotaL ......... ·-····-·--···-· -····-······ -·-····-···- 326.90 100. 00 

l\IEAT. 

From this table it is seen that fresh beef and meat products 
amount to 28.45 per cent of the total expenditures. Under the 
present Payne-Aldrich Aet these products pay an average duty 
of 21 per cent. The Democratic bill proposes. to place them on 
the free list. 

SUGA.R. 

In addition to this, the bill recently reported by the Ways and 
Means Committee and which the House passed two weeks ago 
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by so overwhelming a majority, t akes from sugar its present 
tax and places it on the free list as well. 

The following table shows the amount of dutiable and non
dutiable sugar consumed for the fiscal years 1889-90, 1907-8, 
and 1910-11 : 
'.Amount, in pounds, of dutiable and nondutia1Jle sugat· f or fi,scai yeat·s of 

1889-90, 1907--8, and 1910-11. 

1899-90 1907-8 1910-11 

Free of tax.. . . . .......... .. . . ....... 552,000,000 3,247,000,000 3,700,000,000 
Taxed at reduced rate.. . ........... . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . 2,491,000,000 4,180,000,000 
Paying full duty . ...•. . . .• • . .•.•. . . . 1-2_, 6_0_1,_oo_o,_00_0_

1 
__ ;1._, 00 __ ,o_oo_,_00_0_

1 
__ 28_3_, oo_o,_oo_o 

Total supply.. ......... .. . .. .. 3, 159, 000, 000 6, 783, 000, 000 8, 143, 000, 000 

THE SUGAE DUTY. 

It will be seen by this table that in the eighties practically 
five-sixths of the sugar consumed in this country was imported 
and paid the full rate of duty. To:day, in contrast, we find that 
between one-third and one-half of our supply of sugar pays no 
dutu whatsoever, and that a little over one-half pays a duty at 
a r~duced rate-20 per cent off. But one twenty-fifth of the 
sugar consumed paid the full duty dlH'ing the last fiscal year. 

CHANGE OF co:XDITIOXS OF SUGAR. 

'l'here has been, then, a complete turn within the last 25 years 
in the amounts of duty-paying and duty-free sugar. It is 
obvious that if free sugar were desirable under the McKinley 
tariff law of 1890 we have a very much stronger claim to free 
sugar to-day. 

Let us see what has been the real significance of this change 
in the relaUve amount of sugar paying full duty. In brief, this 
change means that in the eighties practically the whole tax paid 
by the consumer of sugar went into the United States Treasury, 
while to-day about one-third of the bonus paid by the consumer 
for his sugar goes toward making up the Federal income; the 
balance-that is, the remaining two-thirds-goes into the pocket 
of the producer. In other words, we are taxed $3 every time we 
raise $1 of revenue. 

Mr. BATES. l\Ir. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
.Mr. PETERS. With pleasure. 
Mr. BATES. I ha'rn not been able to avail myself of the 

privilege of hearing the entire speech of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts, but I would like to ask, in his opinion, whether 
the passage of the House bill taking the tariff off sugar will give 
any benefit whatever to the consumer? 

Mr. PETERS. Mr. Chairman, I think it will give an enor
mous benefit to the consumer, and no better evidence or assur
ance of that could we receive than to say that in the nineties, 
when we had free sugar under the McKinley bill, there was a 
fall in price to the consumer almost exactly equal to the tax 
which that bill took off sugar at the customhouse. [Applause 
on the Democratic side.] 

Mr. BATES. No. On the other hand, 1\Ir. Chairman, let me 
further ask the gentleman from l\Iassa~husetts, Was that not 
due to the fact that there were heavier crops those years, and, 
as a matter of fact, does not the yield of sugar and the manipu
lation of the sugar producers and the middle men control the 
price of sugar to the consumer the world round, without ref
erence to the tariffs in this country or any other counh·y? 

Mr. PETERS. No better aid could be given to the manipula
tion of the price of any commodity than to have a tariff put 
upon that commodity; and if there is manipulation of the price 
of sugar in the United States by reason of the tariff there is 
likely to be much less manipulation when sugar is free, for then 
we can buy it in all the markets of the world, which makes it 
impossible to corner the local market. [Applause on the Demo
cratic side.] 

1\fr. BATES. No. l\fr. Chairman, if the gentleman will fur
ther permit me, the price of sugar is fixed, not with relation to 
th0 market of the United States, but with relation to the market 
of the world. For instance, is the gentleman aware that the 
same grade of coffee which is sold in the United States from 
Brazil is also sold in Germany, with a tariff paid, at a less price 
than it is sold here, where coffee is under free trade? 

l\Ir. PETERS. The price will be the result of the supply 
and demand. 

Ur. BATES. I think so. 
1\Ir. PETElRS. If we have here a tariff, the imported sugar 

which we buy in the world's market at Hamburg will come into 
this country and the purchaser here will pay the Hamburg 
price plus the tariff rate which we impose on· sugar, plus also 
the charges for bringing it from Hamburg here; and as long as 
we ha\e to import part of our JlUgar, on which we pay full duty, 
that imported sugar will fix the price of all sugar to the Amer
kan consumer. 

Nothing can show that more conclusively than a study of the 
fable of sugar price8 in the nineties. Whe:n we had free sug11r 
there was an immediate drop equal to just about the tariff rate 
which had been taken off that commoclity. 

l\fr. Willett, of Willett & Gray, in his testimony before the 
Hardwick committee (Hearings, p . 3140) testifieu that the price 
of granulated sugar under the protective rates from 188G to 
1889 averaged 6.69 cents per pound, and under the free raw 
sugar of the l\lcKinley bill, 1891-1893, fell to 4.41 cents per 
pound. 

l\ir. UNDERWOOD. l\Ir. Chairman, if the gentleman will 
allow me to make the suggestion, the difference of the price 
of sugar in this country and Hamburg market is equal to the 
difference of the tariff rates at present. 

:Mr. PETERS. A perfect n.nd complete answer. 
l\Ir. BATES. l\1r. Chairman, one other suggestion, if the gen

tleman from :l\!assachusetts will good-naturedly allow me. I 
have been in grocery stores and seen barrels of sugar unheaded, 
and the first thing that greets the eye of the gro~er and by
stander is a placard in red paper with black letters, " This ~ugar · 
costs so much per pound. If it were not for the tariff levied 
by the United States Government it could be sold to the con
sumer at so much per pound "-at less, of course. Now, that 
plaeard is put there by the sugar refiners, and that is one addi
tional proof to the statement which has been widely made thnt 
this movement to get up blank petitions and send them to people 
to sign and send to myself and other Members of Congress origi
nated with the sugar refiners, and it has raised a very gra;-e 
Joubt in my mind whether we are not by the proposed legi Ia
tion taking $53,000,00-0 out of the Treasury of the United Stntes 
and handing it o\er as a present to these trusts and monop
olies who fix the price of sugar here and the world around. 

l\f{:. PETERS. Well, if the gentleman will allow me, I am 
trying to show the effect of this tariff on the consumer, and I 
hope to relieve the gentleman's mind from that suspicion . . 

:Mr. BATES. I shall be \ery glad to follow the gentleman 
further in his argument, and I thank the gentleman for allow
ing the interrruption. 

l\fr. PETERS. The condition of affairs will be perfectly clear 
when one realizes that the price of all sugar to the consumer is the 
same whether he buys sugar grown and refined in Europe, which 
suga~ pays the f-ull duty of $1.00 per hundredweight, or whether 
he purchases sugar grown in Cuba and refined in the United 
States, which pays the regular duty, less 20 per cent, or whether 
he buys sugar grown in the Philippines or in the II_awaiian Is
lands or in Porto Rico or in the United States, which pays no 
duty whatsoe\er. We all pay the same price at the corner gro
cery for our sugar, wherever it is grown. The _reason for this is 
that the Hawaiian, the Porto Rican, the Filipmo, and the locn l 
producer can furnish us with le~s than one-half the sugar whicll 
we need. We therefore go to Cuba, which is in a position, by 
reason of its 20 per cent reduction in the duty, to send sugar to 
the United States at a lower price than can European countries, 
which pay full duty. But after we have purchased all the sugar 
to be had from the small island of Cuba we are still short and 
are obliged to draw upon the products of European countries 
against whose sugar we collect full duty. The producer in the 
fayru·ed islands-Philippines, Hawaii, Porto Rico, and Cuba
and the domestic producer know that we must purchase a cer
tain amount of sugar else\vhere, on which we ha Ye to pay the 
entire duty. The island and the domestic producer realizes, 
therefore, that all that they need to do is to offer their ~ugar at 
a price just a trifle under the price of sugar abroad, plus the 
regular rate of duty, and that America, which must haye sugnr, 
will take all that they have to offer. 

PRICE OF SUGA.Il. 

The price of all our sugars is, therefore, about $1.90 per hundred 
pounds higher than it would be if all sugar were duty free. The 
Filipino and the Hawaiian and the Porto Rican producer, who 
pays no duty, keeps the $1.W for himself; the Cuban, who pay" 
80 per cent of the duty, keeps one-fifth of the $1.90 per 100 
pounds-all this is paid by the ~merican consumer. 

BURDE:.Y OF SCGAR TA.RIFF OUTWEIGHS ITS BE~EFIT. 

It will be of interest to examine the following table and see 
the results of the present tariff on sugar. The table shows the 
benefit to the Treasury and to the producer and the cost to the 
consumer. To the domestic producer we pay about $30,000,000 
annually, or a bounty of about 2 cents a pound on all ~e sugar 
that he raises. To the islander-the Cuban, the Ilawa11an, the 
Filipino, and the Porto Rican-we pay over $50,000,000; or ~n 
all we pay about $90,000,000 excess profits to the producer, m 
order to .realize revenue of about half that amount, $52,000,000. 
Certainly this is too expensive a form of subsidizing the indus· 
tries of this country and our insular protectorates .. 
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Estimated benefit of tariff duty on sugar tu the Treasury and to the 

producer a1td the resulting cost to constimer. 
1. Benefit to Treasury : 

Total di:-ty collectocf on sugar for year of 1910-ll __ $0'2, 496, 000 
2. Benefit to producer, distrib-

uted as follows : · 
A. Island producers-

Cuoa_ (20 per cent of 
$1.90 times 41,800,-
000 cwt.)--------- $15, 884, 000 

Hawaii ($1.50 times 
10,670,000 cwt.)___ 20, 273, 000 

PorloRico ($1.DOtimes 
6.400,000 cwt.) ___ 12. GOU, 000 

Philippines ($1.90 
ti mes 3,300, 000 cwt.) 6, 270, 000 

Total benefit to island p1•0-
ducers ---------------- $05~ 027, 000 

Il. Domestic producers--
Beetsuga.r ( ··i.notlmes 

D,W0,000 cwt.)____ 18,. 601, 000 
Cane sugu1· ($1.UO 

times 6,840,000 cwt.) 13, 8!H3~ 000 

Total benefit to domestic pi:o-
ducers___ ______________ _ 32, 497, 000· 

Total island and domestic--------------------- 87, !)24,.000 

8.. Total cost to consumer ______________________ 140, O:::!O, 000 

A very conservative estjmate of the amount sa.ved to the con
sumers by thjs.. bill would be 1! cents a pound on the consump
tion of 7,633,000,000 pounds, or about $115,000,000. 

CLOTHJ:NG. 

Not only by bills reducing the price of. food ha\e the pledges 
to reduce the tariff been carried out, but every attempt has 
been made to lessen the price of clothing as well. The woolen 
schedule Schedule- K, has received. the most general criticism 
and condemnation of all the schedules. Woolen clothing enters 
into the consumption of everyone in: this country, and the im
portance· of i:educing: these articles to the consumer was keenJy 
felt by the committee. The average rate of duty of manufac
tures of woolens- for the last year was 90.12 per cent. The· wool 
bill recommended to this House, which is similar to the bill 
introduced. and passed at the first session of this Congress, pro~ 
poses to reduce these rates to 42.55 per cent, and effects an 
average reduction in the enfue. schedule from 59.23 per. cent to 

:n per cent. Tliis reduction includes such necessities of life as. 
women's and children's- dress goods, the rates on which are 
lowered from 102.85 per cent to 45 per cent; blankets from 
73.42 per cent to 30 per cent ; flannels from 1-03.87 per cent to 
30 per cent; and a total average reducti·on on wearing apparel 
from 81.31 to 45 per cent. · 

.A revision of the cotton schedule made- a reduction scarcely. 
less in importance. The total duties on manufactures of cotton, 
in Schedule I, were decreased from an average ad vn.lorem rate 

· of 48.12 pe.r c.ent to a rate of 27.0 per cent. 
These bills have-been followed· by bills revising the chemical 

schedules,. whi<!h reduced the a.-verage rate of 23.72 per cent 
1 on chemical's- . to 16.66 per cent. 1\Iost of the articles in this 
! schedule are not themselves directly used by consumers, but 
they ente1~ into many of om· m::urnfactures, and a tariff on them 
tends to increase the cost to the consumer. 

A bill revising the steel schedule reduces the average rate of 
duty from 34.51 to 22A2. per cent. 

WAGES AND THE TARIFF. 

That the tariff itself increases· the price to the consumer c::m; 
not be· questioned. The- manufacturers, howeYer, .endeavor to 
impress the wage earner that a high! tariff mearrs high wages. 
:ind. that in some way; the wages of the operatives depend 
directly upon the· percentage rate of protection that is applied 
to· the industTy. r ha\e· compiled a table based on fue re11oi:1J 
of the statistics. of labor for- my own State of i\fassacbusett:s
for 190&, and have· arranged the leading Massachusetts indus
tries, first~ by the a.zerage yearly wa.g.e of the operatives, and. 
then by the average- rate of protection which they receive. I t 
will be seen that the a:verage rates of wages bear no relation to 
the a.\erage :rate of protection given the industry·. Worsteds ancl 
woolens, which: have the highest protection, 90 per cent, is sixth 
in the a·verage wage o:fi employees; silk, which is second. in the 
rate of protection accorded it, is eighth in the a\era.:ge return of 
its employees, and boots and shoes, which item is last in. amount 
0£ protection, pays third. from the highest wage. 

This table, of course, does not permit of a positjve conclusion~ 
It is presented here simply to show the absolute independence 
of wages and tariff rate: 

Table showing independence of wage.s -paid and protection receive!!_ 

!Leading Massachusetts industri.e3. 
Average Number 
w~er employed. Present average ad valorem duty: . Same industries arranged in. or.der of.protection 

received. 

1. Foundry and machinery . .. . .... . . . ..... _. _. re01 
588 
562 
49 
489 
450 

:a1, 11 2 
1,047 

(9,250 

34 per cent (total iron arul steel manufactures)_ .. Worsted and wo:>len goods, 9:> per cant. 
26 per cent_ . .. - -~---- -- __ ... . . _. ___ .. .. __ . .. __ . Silk manufactures, 54 pen cent. 2. Chemicals---- - .... . - . --- .. · -· .. -. -. -- .. .. . . 

3. Boots and shoe:> ..... _ ... _ ... -- ... . - · -· .. · -- -
5, 763 

11,300 
41,969 

10 per cent. _ .. .. __ . ___ . ____ . _ . __ ... _ . ___ _ . . . __ . . Cotton goods, 48· per cent. 
35 per cent (n. s. p. f.) .. .. .. . _ . . ... _ .. ... . . . .. .. _ Rubber goods, 35 per cent. 
29 per cent (total manufactures of paper) .. ___ . . . Foundry and machinery, 3-! par cc.it. 
90 per cent (average for total manuiacture3 of Paper and wood pulp, 23 per cent. 

4. Rubbergoods ··-- -· ··--· · ··· · ·· · -·· · --·- ···-
5. Paper and wood pulp __ ... _ . . - . .. ... . . . . . . . . 
6. Worsted and woolen goods . _ .. _ .... __ .. .. .. . 

wool). 
7. Cotton goods···--- ·· ·-···- · ··· · - -- ·-- ···- ·- 439 

429 

W,935 48 per cent (average for total manufacture:> of Chemicals, 2-0 per cent. 
cotton). 

1!. Silk and silk goods ... -·_ ...... . . - . .. .. . .. .. - 3,235 54percent(averagefortotalmanufuctares of silk) . Boots and shoes, 10 per cent. 

i Statistics showing wages and numbei: of employee3 compiled from tables on pp. 135 and 137 of Scott Nearing.'s. book on Wages in the United Snt63 1908-1910. 

VETO Oil' BILLS. 

The Democratic Congress passed the lli11s I have mentioned 
and so. did its part toward removing the exactions of a high 
protective tariff.. The bills which om:· committee brought in 
passed at the first session of the Congress, went through the 
Senate, and in modified form came to the President for his sig~ 
natnre, and were all vetoed ·on the grounds, substantially, that 
no report o1l the Ta.riff Board. had been made on those indus
trie. . Rumor gives to their successors, should they reach him, 
a similar fate. _In his veto message of August 17 of the wool 
bi11, the President quoted from his message to Congress on De
cembeF 7, 191.0, as follows: 

I beUeve that the work of this board will be of prime utility: and im
portance whenever Congress shall deem it wise again to readjust the 
customs duties. ff the facts secured by the Tariff Board are of such a 
character as to show generally that the rates of duties imposed by the 
vresent tariff law a.re excess1ve under the principles of protection as 
described in the pfatform of the successful party at the late election, I 
shall not hesitate to invlte the attention of Congress to this fact and 
to the necessity for action predicated thereon. 

And later, in the same message, the President said : 
When I have the accurate information which justifies such action, I 

shall recommend to Congress as great a reduction in Schedule K as the 
measure of protection, already stated, will permit. The failure of the 
present bill should not be regarded, therefore, as taking away the only 
chance for reduction hy this Congr~s. · 

The majority views of your committee on this attitude were 
expressed in its report on House bill 11019, in which it said : 

It would be trifling with the people to give further considera.tion: to 
Republican counsels of more delay in this matter, whether with rega r d 

to statistical data concerning cost of production, promised. at a_ future 
date, or for any further reason. 

The report of the Tariff Board on Schedule K was finally 
made and was sent to the House on December 20, 1Dll, with a 
message, i:n which the President says: 

On the bas.is of these findings I :p.ow r·ecommencl that the Congress 
proceed to a consideration of this scllednle with a view to its revision 
and a. general reduction of its rates. 

The majority members of the committee took the hope held out 
by the President on August 17, and despite the difficulty of 
reconciling the- views of protection and· of re\enue tariffs made 
a careful analysis of the Tariff Board's report. As a re~ult of 
this study the committee again recommends the same bill it 
passed before, and that bill is now before us for consideration 
and will undoubtedly again receive the overwhelming indorse
ment of the House. 

THE TA.RIFF' BOA.RD REPORT. 

A study of the report shows the futility of attempting to de
duce re\enue rates from a report which is based solely on, in
vestigations along the line of discovering the difference in the 
cost of production. The important person in our minds is the 
consumer, and no information is contained in the report of the 
Tariff Board a.s to the cost of an article to the consumer. 

The wool report of the TariJL Board -Was disconcerting to 
those who har-e opposed any change in the Payne tarif! law. 
';l'he cotton report, made to this House a.nd now being printed, 
is even more so_ 'W'hatever may be deduced from these i:eports, 
they demonstrate the impossibility of arranging a. tariff on the 
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basis of the difference in cost of production, the basis set forth in 
the last Republican platform, and which the protectionists have 
recently tried to stand on. Weary of the trading of the old 
tariff system, the Republican Party thought in this new war 
cry it had secured a fresh prop for the falling fortunes of pro
tection. A single quotation from the cotton report shows the 
futility of attempting to fix a rate based on this evershifting 
factor: 

Taking all the mills covered by the investigation of each country, 
there wer-e wider Tariatlons in the American costs secured than in the 
English costs, due partly to the fact that the English mills were all 
in t he Mancheste1· district, where wages and other conditions are well 
standardized, while the American costs we1·e taken from mills covering 
a much wider area, with much greater differences of labor and other 
conditions. Another reason for the wider variations in ·American costs 
is t hat the Engli2h mills for which figures were secured are of a modern 
and efilclen t t ype, while some of the American mills included were old 
and of low efficiency. 

The inclusion of some American mills that were "old and of 
low efficiency" certainly may explain the "wider variation in 
American costs" and is no doubt an interesting matter of 
s ta tistical fact. It also shows conclusively the utter impossi
bility of deciding on what we shall take as the American stand
ard for cost. How much are we to-day paying to support con
cerns in all directions that need the tariff tax on the people 
to keep them going? This very report shows that in the cotton 
industry in many instances the American labor cost per unit 
of product is less than the foreign in spite of our higher wages. 
This is owing to the superior efficiency of American labor and 
organization. It also shows that the incomparable low wages 
of the Japanese workmen, on account of their lack of effective
ness, produces a labor cost only slightly lower than ours. 

Why should the people of this country, by levying a protective 
tax sufficient to protect the inefficient and poorly equipped 
factories, lose the full benefit of superior efficiency where it 
exists? We must also rem.ember that the wage to the American 
workman has far less purchasing power than that of his Eng
lish or Japanese competitor. He has to purchase in a market 
in which the prices are artificially raised by the tariff barriers, 
which take from one of his pockets far more than they put into 
the other. 

CONCLUSION. 

~lr. Speaker, in the election of the last Congress the people 
of this country demanded in no unmistaken terms a downward 
revision of the tariff. Such a revision has been accomplished, 
so far as the action of their Representatives in this House is 
concerned. That such a revision is not complete and that the 
people still have placed on them the exorbitant protecti"rn rates 
of the Payne-Aldrich bill is owing to the yeto of the Executive. 
In the hands of the Republican Senate and Republican Presi
dent rests the responsibility for failure to enact into law the 
people's wishes. 

No more clear issue could be presented to the people of this 
country than the Payne-Aldrich bill, drawn on the principles of 
protection, and the bills offered by Mr. UNDERWOOD, which are 
drawn on the principles of revenue and in the interests of the 
consumer. The people have repudiated the principles of Re
publican protectionism, have elected a Democratic House of 
Representatives, and now await the moment when they may 
elect a Democratic President. [Loud applause on the Demo
cratic side.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Massachusetts bas 
consumed 45 minutes. The Chair desires to call to the atten
tion of the gentleman from Massachusetts the fact that under 
the plan we are proceeding he can not yield back any time. 
There is no one to yield time to, but the gentleman can simply 
abnndon it; or if some one else on his side desires to use that 
15 minutes, he can do so. 

l\fr. PETERS. I reserve the baJance of my time. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE. 

The committee informally rose; and Mr. RussELr, having 
taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message from the 
Senate, by Ur. Platt, one of its clerks, announced that the Sen
ate had passed joint resolution of the following title, in which 
the concurrence of the llouse of Representatives was requested: 

S. J. Res. 93. Joint resolution authorizing the Librarian of 
Congress to furnish a copy of the daily and bound CoNGRES
sroN AL R ECORD to the undersecretary of state for external 
affairs of Canada in exchange for a copy of the Parliamentary 
Hansard. 

The message also apnounced that the Senate had passed, with 
amendment, bill of the fo11owing title, in which the concurrence 
of the House of Representatives was requested: 

H. n. 1. An act granting a service pension to certain defined 
veterans of the Civil War and the War with Mexico. 

THE WOOLEN SCHEDULE. 

The committee resumed its session. 
Mr. LONGWORTH. l\fr. Chairman, I yield three minutes to 

my colleague [Mr. SWITZER]. 
The CHAIR.MAN. The gentleman from Ohio is recognized 

for one hour, and he yields three minutes to his colleague [Mr. 
SWITZER]. 
THE RAW-woor, PRODUCT OF OUR COUNTRY-THE FARMERS' FINISHE D 

PRODUCT. 

Mr. SWITZER. Mr. Chairman, the Tariff Board report dis
closes that it costs more to grow wool in the United States tba n 
in any foreign country, and that it costs more to produce wool 
in the State of Ohio and the contiguous tenitory than it does 
anywhere else on earth. But while that is true, we would hrrve 
you recollect that we produce the best wool on earth. We not 
only produce the best material out of which to make the cloth
ing for the people of this Nation, but we produce the best mate
rial to make rulers for the Nation, and our last product, our 
last addition to the long line of Presidents of this Nation is the 
best. There are a great many people of this country who are 
coming to the conclusion that President Taft is hard to beat. 
[Applause on the Republican side.] 

l\fr. Chairman, I shall address my remarks chiefly to that 
part of the proposed legislation under consideration which bears 
directly on the raw-wool product of this country-the farmers' 
finished product. · 

This is a matter of the utmost importance to the people of my 
State, and especially so to a considerable portion of the agricul
tural class of my district. 

It is important to the nearly 5,000.000 people of Ohio for 
the reason that any material depression of one of our leading 
industries or its extinction not only directly affects those en
gaged in the industry so depressed or annihilated, but its far
reaching and disastrous consequences are noticeably felt by all 
other classes of our citizens. 

And I assume that what is true respecting the sheep-raising 
industry of Ohio is equally true respecting this great industry 
in nearly all of our Northern and Western States, as well as 
several of those of the Southland. 

My observation during my short experience as a legisla tor 
leads me to believe that articles are placed on the free list of 
our tariff law solely by the grace of arbitrary, despotic force. 
Certainly no person can successfully contend that the proposed 
addition of sugar to the free list of our tariff Jaw is the logical 
sequence of any well-considered revenue policy. 

On the other hand, no so-called tariff-for-revenue measure has 
ever been proposed, to my knowledge, but what has always 
contained manifest discriminations in its proposed tariff rntes. 
Along with all such measures there is usual1y to be found ruuch 
protection lurking, accidentally or incidentally, within its inno-
cent-looking folds. · 

And, upon the whole, I have failed to find any improvement 
in this respect in the proposed reyision of the tariff on the part 
of our Democratic friends by the piecemeal plan. 

During the first session of this Congress, on the floor of this Cham
ber, the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. McHENRY] stated: 

We have heard much argument about this school and tha t school of 
the tariff, about this fundamental principle and that fundamenta l prin
ciple, but the only school we i·ecog-nize or the only principle we will 
adhere to will be that principle which works for the good of the great 
mass of the people of the United States. 

As this statement met with universal applause on the majority 
side of this body, I take it to be an ideal exposition of the 
present-day Democratic position on the tariff question: It is 
undoubtedly exceedingly illuminating. It assumes that Democ
racy is endowed with that peculiar foresigpt which enables 
it to readily discern just what will work for the future good 
of the masses of our people. · 

But of this assumption I am somewhat skeptical. I would 
like for some ob.e, after taking a retrospective view of the sheep 
industry of this country, to demonstrate just in what wny free 
wool worked for the good of the masses of our peopl~ under 
the Wilson-Gorman law. And if it failed to work for the good 
of the masses then, what assurance have we but that it would 
be a failure now? 

What nssurance have we that if the 1.-nown protective duty 
on raw wool be removed and a measly tariff-for-rel"enue only 
be substituted therefor but that the consequences will be as dis
astrous as in 1896? None whatever but the assnran<'e of that 
party which wrecked the country and finalJy itself in 189G. 

Democracy -scattered the shepherds' flocks to the uttet·most 
parts of the earth under the •wuson-Gorman law; and now, 
after 16 long years, you have mustered up sufficient courage to 
again face this rehabilitated fold; but you come up to the 
scratch with much fear and trembling. 
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There have been rumblings of party discord concerning the 

advisability of again laying violent hands upon the frolicsome 
animal that proved such a boomerang to your party in 189u. 
To many of your old " war horses" throughout the Cenh·al and 
Western States "free wool" revives unpreasant recollections of a 
disastrous political past and chills the very marrow in their bones. 

And as a result of your internal strife and nervous fright you 
have again reported a bill which not only rings the death knell 
of the sheep industry of this country, if enacted into law, but 
takes down witll . it the textile woolen industry, employing 
168,239 persons and paying an annual wage of $79,214,000. 

During the debate on the reciprocity and free-list measures 
at the first session it was frequently asserted by gentlemen on 
the other side of this Chamber that the American farmer had 
to sell his products in the free-trade markets of the world and 
that he was compelled to purchase his farm implements and 
machinery and practically all his necessities other than those 
produced by himself in a highly protected market. 

'Ihis was reiterated so often and with such vehemence as to 
give it the impress of absolute sincerity, and it was one of the 
chief reasons given for urging the passage of the fTee-list bill. 

Now, I desire to call the attention of my ·•tariff-for-revenue" 
friends to the fact that the wool product of the American 
farmer is not sold in the free-trade markets of the world, but, 
on the contrary, practically every pound of it is sold in our 
home-protected wool market. 

The sheep-ra ising industry is a very peculiar industry; so 
much so that in my opinion it stands in a class to itself. .And 
it seems to have strongly appealed to your notion of incidental 
protective relief. And while you profess to levy a tariff . for 
re;-enue to meet the alleged extravagant expenditures of the 
party in power during the past 14 years, you are praying long 
and hard that some calamity may overtake 'the foreign sheep 
raiser, or something may happen which will enable you to 
demonstrate to the American woolgrower that your strictly 
revenue duty on imported raw wool has afforded him full and 
adequate protection. 

Wool is unlike wheat or some agricultural product which we 
produce in much larger quantities than necessary to amply 
supply our needs and demands. 

While we can and do produce wool, yet we produce only 
about two-thirds of the quantity our factories consume. 

So it must be apparent to every fair-minded person that this 
important product of tbe farm is necessarily sold in our Ameri
can-protected wool market. 

If I am correctly informed, our factories consume about 
500,000,000 pounds of wool annually, and we produce somewhere 
in the neighbo1:hood of 3-00,000,000 pounds. We therefore not 
only consume the whole of our own production but an additional 
200,000,000 pounds of imported wool, upon which we derive an 
annual revenue of about $20,000,000-a large sum, and which 
will be much needed should the majority side of this body suc
·ceed in having enacted into law their proposed free sugar and 
similar bills. 

As I understand it, it is proposed to divert from a protected 
market to a free-trade market the wool product of the farmer, 
having an annual value of upward of $60,000,000, and the 
American farmer and sheep raiser who has his all invested in 
thls great industry will not only be driven to the wall, his proi>
erty confiscated, and an important industry destroyed, but he 
and his thou ands and thousands of employees will be driven 
into other overcrowded fields of labor-and compelled to embark 
in other overcrowded business enterprises and thereby make 
competition the more strenuous where it is not needed, to the 
great detriment of the masses of our people. The proposed bill 
spells ruination to the American woolgrower for the reason that 
all experience conclusively shows that this industry can not 
thrive in this country without adequate protection. 

Certainly there has been no demand made on Congress by 
our woolgrowers, or any noticeable part of them, to have this 
product exposed to the tender mercies of a free-trade wool 
market. 

It is an industry that should not only be fostered and en
couraged but built up to such an extent as to make us inde
pendent of all other nations of the earth. · 

It was asserted by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. HoB
soN] in a speech on Uie free-list bill during the special session 
that the h·ue foundation of protection, as enunciated by the 
fathers who inaugurated the protective policies in thls country, 
can be expressed in few and simple words, " Protection to infant 
industries." 

And, as I understand it, he favors a protective policy of this 
kind. And further along in his speech he expressed his senti-

ments on the question of protection in the following words, 
to wit: 

Protect a l egitimate industry up to a point where the industry fills 
the home market, but at that point protection should end. There might 
be an exception in t he case of a product necessary to make our country 
independent of the rest of the world, for which we have not the natural 
conditions for competition, where protection would have to be perma
nent, but this would apply to few, if any, of our great industries. 

Applyl og the foregoing principles, there. should be a protective 
duty on wool for at least two reasons: 

First. Our wool product is yet insufficient to supply or fill our 
home market. 

Second. A product, like wool, which furnishes material for 
the clotlling of the Nation, is certainly of sufficient importance 
as to require its development and production to such an extent 
as to make us independent of the rest of the world. And as our 
competitors in the productiQn of raw wool enjoy to a high 
degree more favorable natural conditions for its· production, it 
is clear that in order to be independent of the world ther~ must 
be a permanent protection afforded our domestfo woolgrowers. 

It has been claimed by many Democrats for years that the ~ 
tariff levied on farm peoducts under the Dingley law and the 
Payne law did not afford any protection to the product claimed 
to be protected by the framers of the bills. 

Granted for the purpose of a1!'gument that in many instances 
no protection was thereby afforded, yet it is clear and indis
putable that. the present and past tariffs on wool have afforded 
protection to this product. Now, what reasonable excuse can 
be given for removing it? -

Certainly it can not be on the theory that the American 
farmer is selling wool too high, for the price of domestic wool 
was lower last year than it has been for years. 

The average cost of producing a pound of fine wool in the 
Ohio region is 19 cents, and the average cost per pound to 
produce fine w ool throughout the United States is 12 cents. 

Similar wools can be produced in South America at a cost of 
4 to 5 cents per pound, and in Australasia at a much lower cost. 
As the average cost per pound of producing wool of all grades 
and yarieties throughout the United States is 9! cents per 
pound, there can be no .question as to the ultimate result if this 
product is admitted from foreign countries duty free, or if the 
domestic indusfry is not sufficiently protected. 

As illustrative of the accuracy of the Tariff Board report as 
to the cost of producing Ohlo wool I desire to submit a letter, 
written me by a sheep raiser of long experience, l\fr. F. H. 
Parker, of Rutland, Ohio, bearing date of .June 12, 1911: 
Hon. R. M. SWITZER, 

House of Representatives, _ Washington, D. 0. 
DEAn Sm: I take pleasure in acknowledging the receipt of your 

letter of the 7th instant, soliciting information in regard to the " cost 
of raising sheep and cost of production of wool," and of submitting 
the following estimate in reply. I beg leave to offer my own flock of 
145 head of sheep as an example, four months of feeding from Decem
ber 1 to April 1, and eight months of pasture, allowing during the 
feeding season 1~ pounds of hay and ! pound of grain per bead per 
diem: . 
To bay 4 months, at 50 p1mnds each per month, 29,000 pounds, 

at 50 cents per hundredweight_ _________________________ $145. 00 
To grain 4 months, at 15 pounds e_ach per month, 8,700 pounds, 

at 1 cent per pound___________________________________ 87.00 
To pasture 8 months. at 10 cents each per month___________ 116. 00 
To tagging and shearing, at 8 cents per bead_______________ 11. 60 
To hired hands-feeding, housing, and care, 4 months_______ 40. 00 

Total-------------------~------------------------

Ily l,1GO pounds unwashed wool, at 25 cents per pound _____ _ 
By 30 head lambs or mature sheep sold ___________________ _ 
By 10 tons of manure, at 90 cents per ton--------------.----

399.60 

290.00 
100. 00 

9. 00 

399.00 
In northern Ohio, I think, one month more of feeding, less one month 

of pasture, should be added. -
In this account no estimate has been made of loss occasioned by 

death of sheep by accident, old age, or disease, nor of time and . expense 
involved in the treatment of sick ones, nor of time lost on chasing 
after the predatory dog. 

Where, pray tell, is the owner's salary to come from, and the taxes, 
repairs, and interest on the investment? 

In my opinion, any such reduction in duty as contemplated in the 
report of the Ways and Means Committee of the House of Representa
tives would be ruinous to the woolgrowing industry, as was the case 
during the early nineties under the administration of the Wilson bill. 

Respectfully, 
F. H. PARKER. 

This letter shows it costs 25 cents per pound to produce raw 
wool in Ohio, and upon this proposition Mr. Parlter is cor
roborated by half a dozen large woolgrowers of his county, 
whose letters I have in my possession. :Mr. Parker's compu
tation includes an item of $40 for labor in feeding, housing, 
and caring for his flock of 145 sheep; and his item for grain 
consumed is based on the market price, while the estimate of 
th~ Tariff Board is based on the actual cost of producing the 
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grain fed. The board offsets the cost of labor in caring for 
the flock by the benefits derived from the sheep keeping the 
farm clear of weeds and the fertilizing value- of the flock. 

So, deducting the cost of labor and putting the grain item 
in .Mr. Parkers estimate at the cost of production, it will show 
a cost of about 19 cents per pound to produce his wool. There
fore it is ve1·y e>ident to me that the Tariff Board, in its 
estimate, has resolved all doubts against the woolgrower and 
have followed those methods which show the lowest cost per 
pound possible to produce wool, and that their results are ex
ceedingly accurate. The Tariff Board report is based chiefly 
on conditions existing in 1900 and 1910. The sheep industry 
suffered a great depression during the past year;. and as a 
large portion of last year's clip sold from 16 cents to 20 cents 
per pound, and as sheep and lambs also depreciated in value. 
those engaged in the industry in Ohio-or, at least, nine
tenths of them-lost money during the past year; and, generally, 
throughout the c0nntry woolgrowers suffered severe losses. 

The Tariff Board report shows that the Ohio farmer, or wool
grower, made a profit of 45 cents to 55 cents on all the- wool 
used in making a ·suit of clothes in 1910 ; certainly no consumer 
of woolen cloth will eontend that this is an uru·easonable or ex
orbitant profit; but as the Ohio farmer or woolgrower during 
the past yeur furni hed the wobl for a suit of clothes at about 
cost-in other words, donated his ·profits, his compensation for 
his labor, and capital employed in the industry-}: fail to see 
any valid complaint that the ultimate consumer can lodge
against the farmer; and it is not just for O\IT Democratic friends 
to now impose on the pa.st year's liberality of our woolgrowers 
by insisting that they make further donations on their part or 
surrender their industry as a sacrifice to the fallacious doctrine 
e:~ free trade. 

It is apparent from the Tariff Board wool report that Ame1:i
can raw wool has not been receiving the- full protection intended 
by the· framers of the existing tariff law, for the reason that the 
rates of duty on imported wool are ba.sed on a fallacious as-
sum.ption, and it has been easy for importers of foreign wool to 
circumvent the law, and by a scheme of "skirting" wool they 
have been able to greatly increase the advantages in-theh' favor, 
arising from the unequal shrinkage of home and foreign wool. 
The report discloses that our rates of duty on imported wool are 
ba ed on the assumption that all wool will shrink 66i per 
cent, when, in fact, Ohio and other fine domestic wools shrink 
60 per cent, and the shrinkage of the lower grades of the do
mestic wools of our country is about 45 per cent. The national 
aT"erage shrinkage is between 55 and 60 per cent. South Ameri
can crossbred wools now being imported shrink an average of 
33! per cent, and Austr::ilian crossbreds about 30 per cent. 

So on account of the difference in its component parts and by 
removing from the fleeces the stained or inferior locks, such as 
grow on the beDy, legs, and necks of the sheep (skirting), the 
importer, under a decision that such a trimmed fleece is not 
sorted wool, has been able to bring into this country upon. pay
ment of the duty of 11 cents per pound (on unwashed wool) an 
immense qnantity of wool, a pound of which will produce as 
much cloth as 1~ to 2 pounds of our domestic· wool, and some 
of it yielding as much pure wool per pound as 2! pounds of our 
domestic clip_ So that our duty of 11 . cents likely affords ::r 
protection to•the American woolgrower of only 7 or 8 cents per 
pound on a large part of his product. 

The pending bill proposes an 9.d valorem duty of 20 per cent 
on practically all imported wools. During the past year, if 
thl couJd haT"e l'.>een honestly administered, it would have been 
equal te a Specific duty of 4 to 5 cents per pound on imported 
wool in the grease. 

But on account of its susceptibility to fraudulent invoices on 
the- part of importers the apparent equivalent specific duties 
would be much less than 4 or 5 cents per pound. 

These i1roposed duties do not begin to equal the difference in 
the cost of producing domestic .and foreign wool, and can not by 
any. stretch of the imagination be shown to a.ff ord any protec-
tion whatever to the domestic woolgrower. · 

An ad nllorem duty on imported wool is also subject to 
another criticism, viz, that it will produce the largest amount of 
duty and ufford the most protection when prices: of wools are 
exceedingly high. and at such times our woo1growers need less 
protection.than when prices of wool are low. 

Our consumers of raw wools would be compelled to pay larger 
amounts of duties on imported wool when it is most needed by 
them and at a ti.me they can least afford it. 

So the tendency of an ad valorem duty on wool is to work 
hardships on both consumer and producer when there is a 
scarcity of the domestic product and prices thereby high; and 
it will give the woolgrowers less protection when the domestic 
product is plentiful and prices low, at a time he needs the high
est protection. 

In order to avoid the inequities arisii:J.g in the administration 
of th~ present tariff act, the Tariff Board, after a long and 
thorough investigation of the wool question · and: woolen dnties-,. 

· point out the probab-le failure of an ad valorem duty to give an 
adequate and equitable protection to our woolgrowers, and 
recommend that a specific duty based on scoured wool, or clean 
contents, be levied on all wool imported in the grease, as will 
appear on pages 3W, 397, h.nd 398 of its ·report,. to wit: 

A SPECIFIC DUTY O~ THE SCOURED CONTE~T. 

. A .third m~th<'.'.d of remedying .the unequal working of the present law 
hes in. substltutmg for the specific duty on the grease pound a specific 
duty on the scoured content o! wool. Such a duty would rest upon the 
material as it actually stands available for the u. e of the manufacturer, 
and ~ould. ~10t irrvolve the taxatio~ of the great quantity of grease 
und unpunt1es that raw wool con_ta1ns. Furthermore; it would admit 
on equal terms wools of light and of. heavy shrtnkage which our 
present method fails to d-0. ' 

The proposal to levy a duty on the scoured pound of wool implies 
that. it is possible to select samples that are fairly representative of' a. 
consignment of wool, and to ascertain the clean content of the consign
ment by scouring and conditioning such samples. It also implies the 
establishment of conditioning houses to be maintained by the Govern
ment at leading ports of entry. The Tarill Board has carefully inves
tigated this G:Ja tter and, with. the aid of the Bureau of Standards. bas 
rea~hed tlle conclusion th.at it is not only possible, but it is relati-.ely 
a simple matter to test wool by sample at the time of importation. It 
has also ascertained that the machinery required for scouring and con
ditioning wool. in small lots is inexpensive and could be promptly in
stalled... and' the cost of operation would be light. If Congress should 
deem it wise to adopt this.method of collectill~ duties upon raw wool, Ir 
would seem that the details necessar~ for its prompt, e.ffi.cient and, 
economical administrntion may safely be left to the proper admi.n'istra
tive officers of the Government. 

In this <;onnection the following table of equivalents becomes of 
vall!e and mterest. It shows for wo-0ls of dift'eren~ shrinkage the 
~%~~;;1~~t t:eu~0~~ed~~n1~~~~e pound after applying certain specific 

Specifi.o scoured pound 1·ates~ with grease pound equivalents, on wooT8 
ot various sht·inkages. 

Shrinkage. 

Grease pound equivalents_ 

Duty per Duty per Duty per Duty per Duty per Duty per 
scoured scoured scoured scoured scoured scoured 
pound pound pound pound pound pound 

33 cents. 30 cents. 25 cents. 20 cents. 1B cents. 15 cents. 

--------!·-----------------------

75 per cent·-··· -····-
70 pei;cent . . ........ . 
(;5 per cent ...... .. . . . 
CO per cent ..•. ~- .. __ . 
55 per cent .... -· .. .. . 
50 per cent .......... . 
45 per cent .......... . 
4D per cent ......... . . 
35 per cent ... ...... . 
30 percent_ ...... .. . . 
25 per cent_ . ....... . 
20 pCU' cent .... _ .. .. . . 

$0.0st 
.Og,\ 
.uu 
.121} 
.1~ 
: ] ~· 

.L ·la 

.1 £lt 

.21d'!J 

. 23fi 

.2-Q 

.2ti 

SQ.07~ 
.09 
.10! 
.12 
.13! 
.15 
.16t 
.18 
. 19} 
. 21 
.22} 
.2± 

$0.0fit 
.07t 
-08! 
. 10 
. llt 
.12t 
.13t 
. 15 
-1.Gi .m 
. 181 
.20 

SQ.05 
.06 
.07 
.08 
. 09 
.10 
.11 
.12 
.13 
.14 
.15 
.Hi 

$0. 04! 
05• 
:o~ 
.07} 
.08-h 
.09 
.09.fi 
. lOt, 
. llia
. 12~ 
.13~ 
.141 

$0.031 
.04~ 
.051 
.06 
.OG{ 
. 07t 
.08t 
.09 
.091 
. lOi 
.111 
.12 

Objection is made to a flat rate upon th.e scoured pound on. the 
ground that it would not be fair to subject wools of varying value to 
a uniform rate of duty. It must be conceded that there is some reason 
in this, but in any event it would give access to all fine, heavy fleeces 
on equal terms with the lighter-conditioned wools, thus meeting one 
great objection to the existing law. So tar as the low-priced product 
of the skirting and sorting processes, warehouse sweeprngs, etc., are 
concerned, it may be said that their value would probably rise unde1• 
the stimulus of American competition to a point where the imposition 
of a flat rate would not place the. importer at such disad>antage as 
might at fast appear. It appears that this cheap wool does not reach 
London in the grea.. e in any quantity. The records of the year ending 
November 1, 191.L at that point show that out of !>60,750 bales sold 
only 1.603 bales broug.ht less than 8 cents per pound in the grease. 
There were during that period record of but 13 bales sold in London 
for as low a price as 2 cents per pound. * '' * 

In this connection it should also be :i.dded tbat a con iderable 
quantity of m<.'rin.o wool appears in London for sale in a scoured con
dition. Such wool universally represents tho h eavy shrinka:;e wools 
of Au 'tra-lia. New Zea.land. and B1·itiRh South AfTica, which, were they 
to rcucb Lon.don in their nat-.rml condition, would have paid so heavily 
in freight on the grease and dirt cuntained as to have lessened mate
ria.lly the return to the grower. To offset tbi . scouring stations have 
been established in UJ.ose sections where the heavy-shrink wools a re 
reduced to a scoured condition and freight paid only on the clean wool 
the.rein contained, thus netting the grower a more r emuncratiye price 
than if shipped to market as shorn from the sheep. The presence of 
this large quantity of scoured wool in London eliminate a certain 
amount of wool which would raise to a higher figure the average shrink
age of wools as offerE>d from the above-named countries if they appeared 
in these public auctions in their original condition. The present duty 
on scoured wool of 33 cents per pound is prohibitive, because so greatly 
in excess cf the duty on the grease pound. If all wool were imported 
on the basis of clean content, the ab-0ve-mentioned :;;coured wools would 
probably become available to the manufacturer of woolens. 

It is true that the refuse of over ~23,000,000 pounds of domestie 
woQI is already available- at very low prices, a.s well as the entire spring 
and fall clips of short Tc.•xas and California. This, however, does not 
alter the fact that the present duty excludes the scoured " off sorts " of 
the foreign-grown clips. 

The fixed charges on importation that rest upon weight alone, as 
against value, such as freight, cartage, etc., aggregate quite an ap
preciable amount, and this in any case operates to put more or less or 
a premium on lighter shrinking wools. 

A full consideration of the above facts would seem to indicate that 
some method of assessing a specific rate on the clean content would 
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remedy most of the primary faults of Schedule K; that it would best 
safeguard the important revenues derived by the Government from wool 
duties; that it would insure greater stability in the industries directly 
concerned than any other system. 

Refusing to see the light shed by this voluminous report and 
absolutely ignoring the board's recommendations, the majority 
side of this body have rE!ported the pending bill, providing an 
extremely 1Jow ad valorem duty on imported raw wool; and the 
minority side, heeding the mature judgment and wise sugges
tions resulting from a nonpartisan inyestigation, have reported 
a bill in conformity to the basic principles suggested by the 
Tariff Board, which will be offered as a substitute to the pend
ing nonprotectiYe measure. 

This bill divides all imported wool into two classes and levies 
a duty of 1.8 cents per pound on the clean content of all wool 
imported in the grease under class 1, and a duty of 19 cents 
per pound on imported scoured wool. 

The duties on wools included in class 2, chiefly the coarser and 
lower grades, if imported in tlleir natural condition, shall be 7 
cents per pound, and if scoured, 19 cents per pound, excepting 
certain wools used in the manufacture of carpets, which are 
admitted duty free. 

Class 1 of this bill embraces practically all wools included in 
classes 1 and 2 of the existing tariff act; and by referring to the 
foregoing table of rates of scoured duties and their equivalents 
in grease wool of different shrinkages, worked out by the Tariff 
Board, one can readily see that a duty of 18 cents per pound 
(scoured) on clean content of grease wool will be the equivalent 
of 7! cents per pound on imported wool shrinking 60 per cent, 
Sh cents on wool shrinking 55 per cent, 9 cents on wool shrink
ing 50 per cent, 9/u cents on wool shrinking 45 per cent, 10~ 
cents on wool shrinking 40 per cent, and 11-iu cents on wool 
shrinking 35 per cent. 

The 20 cents duty scoured-pound column shows that wool 
shrinking 45 per cent would be dutiable at 11 cents per greased 
pound, and in my opinion a duty of 20 cents per pound sb._ould 
be levied on the clean content of wool imported unde1· class 1, to 
give to the American woolgrower the full measure of protection 
due him, as shown by the Tariff Board report; but as this re
port discloses that wools of this class now imported, and which 
come into strong competition with our domestic wools of similan 
fineness, ha Ye a much less shrinkage than our wools; and that 
the larger portion of such imported wools have a shrinkage of 
less than 40 per cent, while similar domestic wools shrink 45 
per cent and more, it may be fairly contended that 18 cents per 
pound on the clean content of wool imported in the grease gives 
to the domestic woolgrower a more equitable and actual protec
tion than he enjoys under the existing tariff law, although the 
duties now in force, as provided by Schedule K, on the whole 
are reduced 40 per cent. 

The Tariff Board report shows that it costs more to produce 
the fine Ohio wools in Ohio and contiguous territory than any

. where else on earth, and that it is the best wool produced. But 
j.n South America wools approaching the Ohio wools in quality 
and equally as fine as much of the Ohio wool, can be produced 
at a cost of 4 or 5 cents per pound; and on account of favorable 
climatic condit'ions, an abundance of natural forage, cheap labor, 
and no housi_ng, and a profitable return from mutton produced, 
it practically costs nothing to produce wool in Australia. 

The average total annual receipts from all sources of our 
western flocks is $2.56 per head. It is estimated that the cor
responding figure for Australia would normally be about $2.23 
and for South America about $2.12. 

While the annual operating cost per head in our Western 
States is estimated at approximately $2.11, in Australia it is 
$0.93, and in South America $1.15 per head. The cost of op
eration in Australia is less than half of what it is in the United 
States, and in South America but little more than half of what 
it is here. 

Where sheep can be kept and clipped at a yearly expense of 93 
cents per head it can be readily seen that a moderate return 
for the mutton yearly produced will pay all operating expenses 
and that the wool clip costs but little or nothing. So the pro
posed chopping .of our import duty on raw wool in two by the 
decree of the Democratic House caucus would let the lifeblood 
out of the sheep-raising industry of the United States ·and 
necessarily result in its utter destruction. 

Believing in the Republican principle of protection and that 
it is impossible for our domestic sheep-raising and woolen in
dustries to· thrive or even exist without adequate protection, I 
shall vote against the pending measure and support the Repub
lican substitute therefor, which I believe to be in the interest 
of the woolgrowers and farmers, sheep herders and farm la
borers, and which will enable the textile woolen industries of 
our country to continue in operation, giving employment to 
several hundred thousands of mill hands in our woolen factories, 
and thereby assist in building up and maintaining our greatly 

diversified industries, so necessary fo1- the thrift and pros
perity of the whole people. 

1\Ir. LONGWORTH. 1\fr. Chairman, it becomes more increas
ingly difficult day by day to take seriously the various tariff 
bills brought in by the majority, and the bill that we have be
fore us now caps the climax. If it were not for the fact that 
we upon this side of the House have introduced a bill to revise 
and reduce the duties in Schedule K as a substitute for this, 
it would be a mere wanton waste of time even to debate it. .As 
a revision of the woolen schedule, designed to be ultimately 
enacted into law, this Underwood wool bill is not to be taken 
seriously. It is the same bill precisely that passed this House 
last summer, was amended in the Senate, went to confexence, 
where the duties were increased nearly 40 per .cent, finally 
reached the White House, and was vetoed by the President. 
Does anyone contend that this bill would meet with any other 
fate? Does anyone contend that it has the remotest chance of 
becoming a Jaw? Even if it were possible to secure its passage 
in another body, amended as it was last year, is there anyone 
so blindly sanguine as to believe that the President of the 
United States would reverse his position, and particularly when 
subsequent developments have proyed beyon·d the shadow of a 
doubt that he was right then? 

When the American people shall have repudiated the principle 
of protection, when the foes of protection shall occupy the seats 
of the mighty in the United States Senate, when a Democrat 
shall assume the reins of government in the White House, then, 
and not until then, can such a bill as this become a law, and we 
hope. for the sake of the happiness and prosperity of the people 
of America, that that day is in the dim and nebulous future. 
[Applause on the Republican side.] 

Why, then, are we confronted with this same old proposition? 
"\Vhy has the "cat come back"? I do. not assume to speak by 
the card, but I think I can guess. It was because the proponents 
of this bill were afraid to submit it again to the tender mercies 
of the Democratic caucus. It was because they feared to again 
run the gauntlet of the supporters of free wool. It was be.cause 
the _gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD] hoped to ba 
able to save some portions. of his face, so badly damaged by free 
sugar last week. There is a reason, Mr. Chairman, and the rea
son is that with the successful advocates of free sugar beckon
ing them to advance the Democratic caucus, beyond the shadow 
of a doubt, would have made raw wool free as the air. 

.And why not, Mr. Chairman, from their point of view? Is 
there a single argument that can be offered for free sugar that 
can not be offered with even greater force for free wool? If it 
is unjustifiable to lea\e any duty upon an article which fl.a\ors 
some of the things the people eat and some of the things they 
drink, is there any justification for imposing a duty upon the 
clothes they wear? If. as the gentleman from .Alabama says, we 
may not tax a man's belly, by what conceivable mental process 
can we reconcile our consciences to tax his back and legs? 
[Applause on the Republican side.] · 

I commend to your consideration the humble truths enunci-
ated in this classic \erse: 

You may live without poetry, music, or art; 
You may live without conscience, you may live without heart; 
You may live without kin-cousins, uncles, or aunts-
But civilized man can not live without pants. 

[Laughter.] 
After voting; as you did the other day, for free sugar, it no 

longer lies in the mouth of the gentleman from .Alabama [l\Ir. 
UNDERWOOD] or anyone else to say that the revenue from raw 
wool is necessary. You sacrificed three times as much revenue 
when you put sugar on the free list as you expect to retain by 
this bill. You disregard the example of every civilized nation 
of the world. No nation but this, excepting only Russia, im
poses any duty upon raw wool. Every nation in the world im
poses a tax on sugar. In the economic policy of the rest of the 
world sugar has always been considered a legitimate source of 
revenue; but wool, except in one case, has never been so re
garded. 

You are pursuing, gentlemen, a policy that you can not justify 
eyen by your own arguments. Only the other day you blithe
somely threw away $60,000,000 of the annual revenues of this 
Government, and here you cling like grim death to a paltry 
$20,000,000 or so. You offer the consumer a gift with one 
hand and you take a part of it back with the other. 

From our standpoint the revenue deriyed from imports of 
wool is purely a secondary consideration. The reason we im
pose a duty on wool is because we think that sheep ought to be 
raised in this country. We know that without a d'uty, or with 
an insufficient duty, the sheep industry would vanish from 
American soil, and whatever benefit might come to the .Amer
ican consumer by reason of a reduction in the price of clothes
assuming that any reduction in fact came-would be far more 
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than offset by the irreparable damage that would result to the 
farming interests of the country. · 

We do not believe in legislating for the city man alone. We 
believe that the man who tills the soil, who raises agricultural 
products and cattle and sheep is entitled to at least as much 
consideration at our hands as is the city man. 

Three months ago the Pr~sident of the United States trans
mitted to this body a report from the Tariff Board on the wool 
and woolen industries. So singularly thorough is this report, 
so complete, scientific, accurate, and exhaustive that thvughtful 
men in this country have admitted it to be the most valuable 
collection of data relating to a great industry that has ever 
before been gathered together in any country. And this is true 
not only in · this country. I quote a few words from a letter 
written to a friend of mine on this subject. The writer of this 
letter is Dr. Richard Schtiler, of Vienna. He is one of the three 
experts in the Austrian Ministry of Commerce. His work for_ 
the last 20 years has been in making industrial investigations as 
a basis for tariff legislation, and it was upon these investiga
tions that the last two revisions of the .Austrian tariff were 
made. He says : 
It-

That is, the wool .report-
is an excellent standard work. The Tariff Iloard has come within a 
yery short time to the head of the similar boards established in other 
counh'ies. It is really true that no legislative body has ever had pre
sented .to it a better report on a tariff question. It will also be entirely 
impossible not to take your results in mind in proceeding to a revision 
of the tariff. It were a great mistake to stop the work of the board, 
and it would soon be necessary to reestablish it. 

[Applause on the Republican side.] · 
I would rather take the testimony of this distinguished tariff 

expert than that of some of the alleged tariff experts whom we 
have heard in the last day or so decrying the work of the Tariff 
Bon.rd. But it is for that '\:'ery reason, Mr. ·Chairman, it is for 
the very re.ason of the excellence of this report, that it has 
brought no JOY to the hearts of the Democratic leaders. 

The bitterness of their humiliation crops out in every line of 
the report they have submitted to us, and it cropped out yes
-terday in the remarks of the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. 
UNDERwoon]. I regret to say that, in my opinion, the gentle
man from Alabama did not quite live np to his reputation for 
faimess and accuracy of statement in that speech. 

This report was a. crushing blow to the Democracy, for it 
completely disproved almost everything that they said last 
summer, and wholly overthrew many of their most cherished 
theories of tariff .making. The "Tariff Board is to-day the bug
bear of the Democratic Party. No lovesick swain ever courted 
his inamorata more ardently than have Democratic leaders 
courted the Tariff Board-at times. No maiden was ever more 
ruthlessly deserted by her lover than has been the Tariff Board 
by these same Democratic leaders at other times. "He loves 
me, he loves me not; he loves me, he loves me not," the 
maiden for centuries bas said as she plucked out the _peta1s of 
her daisy. 

And it seems to me that that old refrain about suits the love 
tt.ff:iir between the Democratic Party and the Tariff Board. At 
the present writing it is a case of "he loves .me not," and the 
reason is not far to seek. It is because the report ot the Tariff 
Board has " put it all over " the Democratic wool bill, and 
they know it. It has not left them a. leg to stand on. 

This report proves beyond all question of doubt three im
portant things : 

First. That it costs very much more to grow wool in this 
country than it · does in any other country. 

Second. That the cost of manufacturing wool, not only so. far 
as material and wages are concerned, but in actual cost of 
labor, is far greater in this country than in any competing 
country. . 

Third. That the price Qf clothing to the American consumer 
is not increased by anything like the full amount of the duties 
of the present Jaw upon wool and woolens. 

As to the first proposition, this report .Shows conclusively that 
a tariff of 20 per cent comes nowhere near equaling the differ
ence between what it costs to produce wool in this country and 
wool in any other country whose· wool clip competes with ours. 
It shows that a duty of 20 per cent would be as disastrous to 
the sheep-raising industry of this country as no duty at all. 

With regard to manufactures of wool, the report shows that 
we are at a disadvantage as compared with every country with 
which we compete. The cost of our plants is greater. We have 
to import most of our machinery. Our wages average twice as 
high and the actual efficiency of our labor is less. 

The third proposition, that on1y a small portion of the duty 
is added to the consumer's .Price, is the most damaging blow 
that antiprotectionists have received in years. They have been 

go~ng about proclaiming from the housetops that every man in 
this country wh-0 wears a suit of clothes has been taxed by at 
least t;ie amount of the duties imposed in the wool schedule. 
But this report shows, and praves beyond question of doubt by 
~ctual samples of goods produced here and abroad, that the duty 
is not by any means added to the price the American consumer 
J?RYS for clothes, but on the contrary, that competition has kept 
the price down· o that the American consumer pays little more 
than the foreign consumer pays for precisely the same thin..,. in 
his own country. ::i 

Mr. HILL. And the actual samples are in the pos8ession of 
the Ways and Means Committee-the samples of cloth, with the 
figmes on them. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. I ha-ve no doubt of that; but if we are 
to judge by the report of the majority of the Committee on 
Ways and Means the fact seems plain that none of them ham 
had the time, or at least the inclination, even to read the report 
of the Tariff Board. I am forced, then, to assume that they 
have not had time to examine those samples. 

Mr. MONDELL. Eave they read their own rep0rt? 
Mr. LONGWORTH. As the gentleman from Wyoming (Mr. 

MONDELL] suggests, it ·seems very possible that they have not 
even read their own -report. [Laughter on the Republican side.] 

Mr. DALZELL. If the gentleman from Ohio will allow me to 
interrupt him, I would say to him that no one of the 14 gentle
men whose names are appended to that report had anything at 
all to do with the writing of it. It was written by a newspaper 
correspondent of the New York Journal of Commerce who en
joys the title of professor of political economy in G~orgetown 
University, and I doubt whether any one of the 14 Democratic 
gentlemen of that committee have read it. [Applause on the 
Republican side.] 

Mr. LONGWORTH. None of them have said that they have 
read it, and the speeches we have heard would not serve· as an 
indication that they have received any information from any 
source whatever, even from the report kindly written for them 
by ~he individual referred to by the gentleman from Pennsyl
varna. 

Thus the whole Democratic theory that the tariff on a. com-
·petitive article is a tax which is paid in full by the American 
consumer falls crumbling to the ground. No wondei· the report 
of the Tariff Board djspleases the majority. It has effectually 
undermined the entire structure of their policy of tariff making. 
Th~ bill which the majority offer to revise the wool schedule 

and the bill which we of the minority offer for the same pur
pose are perfect examples of the relative positions of the two 
parties to-day upon the tariff. By your bill you repudiate the 
Tariff Board; by our bill we indorse it. In your bill you dis
regard all of it'3 findings; our bill is made in exact accordance 
with its findings. Furthermore, we submit to the American 
people that the report of the Tariff Board on the wool schedule 
has completely justified the necessity for its continued exist
ence. [Applause on the Republican side.] We think that no 
more Tffl.Ctionary step cou1d be taken at this time than to abol
ish the Tariff Board [applause on the Republican sidel · that 
no more reactionary step could be taken than tO cut off the ap
'Propriation that is necessary to enable it to carry out its 
functions. 

We go further than that. We believe that true progress de
mands the creation of a permanent tariff board or commission 
or whatever you may choose to call it '[Applause on the Re
publican side]. A board nonpartisan in character, removed as 
fa.r as possible from the domain of active politics, which shall 
investigate every schedule from A to N of the tariff in the same 
thorough way that the present board has investigated Schedule 
K, and report to Congress its findings. 

The proposition contained in several bills introduced by gen
tlemen on the other side of the House that such a board shall 
be appointed by the chairman of the Ways and Means Com
mittee is a mere sham and a begging .of the question. We be
lieve that a tariff commission ought to rank in dignity and im
portance with any commission in the land. To make it a mere 
tool of the chairman of the Ways and l\fea.ns Committee would 
be to utterly destroy its real usefulne s to the American people. 
We' demand that'members of the Tariff Board shall be appointed 
by the President of the United States, so that its findings may 
be removed as far. as possible from any suspicion of political 
bias and can be accepted as facts by the American people. 

The avowed object of this Democratic wool bill is to surrende.L" 
the American market both for wool and woolens to the foreign 
producer. 

The object of our bill is to retain the American market for the 
American producer. 

Our bill is designed to bring prosperity to the American manu
facturer, the American workingman, and the American farmer. 



'1912 .. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE .. 4085 
Your bill is designed: to bring prosperity to the European .manu
facturer, the European workman, and the farmer in South 
America and Australia. Both bil1s substantially reduce the 
duUes in Schedule K. The Democratic bill, in some 1.•espects, 
reduces the duties more than our bill, but, on the other hand, 
our bill reduces some of the duties more ttum does the Demo
cratic bill. They are ·both doWn.ward revisions of Schroule K. 
.But there is one substantial difference between the two bills, 
and that is that the Democratic bill retains all the old concealed 
dt"Lties in the wool schedule and our bill wipes them out alto
gether. 

The issue .presented .by these two bills is plain and clear. 
.Sh·ipped of ·an misleading arguments and unnecessary -v-erbia.ge, 
it is just !this: Shfill we or shall we not have a :downward 1re-
vision -0f Schedule K at this session of Congress? . 

Tb,is House is Democratic, but the Senate is Republican, and 
we have, thank God, a Republican President in the White House. 
[Applause on the Re1mblican side.] 

You know nnd the American people know that this Demo
cratic pill can not become a law during this administration. 
You know and the American people know that our bill ean ·be
come a law during this :administration. If you will ouly allow 
us to take ou1· bill to the President, he will gladly ·sign it. If 
:you stubbornly insist on yom bill or nothing, you will get noth
ing. You say you want a downward revision of Schedule K. 
We p0int the way to get it. The way is clear and the time is 
here for you to show the sincerity of your p1·ofessions. A vote 
for the Democra·tic bill is a vote to leave Schedule K as it 
stands to-day on the statute book for two y~ars more. I.A.p
pla use on the Republican side.] A vote for our bill is a vote to 
reyise dovrnwa:rd the duties "Of Schedul€ K and make it -effective 
in two months. {Applause on the Republi<!an side.] T.o vote 
for our bill is to progress. To vote for the De-mocratic bill is 
to stand pat. [L-aughter on the Republican side.] 

We welcome you1· support ·even though y<>u be standpatters. 
[Laughter.] We urge you to cast aside petty party politics and, 
facing to the front instead of to the rear, to join with us in 
enacting speedily into law a measure which, while it will .allow 
Amerl-can ·sheep to live on American soil and will allow Ameri
cans to make clothing for theiT fell-ow Americans, will never
theless bring about that consummation devoutly to be wished
.a downward revisi-0n of Schedule K. 

That is the question that confronts us, and my -closing sug
gestion to my friends on the other side of the aisle is to -either 
put up -or shut up. [Laughter and ap'Plause on the R€publican 
side.] 
Mr~ Chair.man, how much time have I remaining? 
1.'he- CHAIRMAN. Thirty-seTen minutes. 
Mr. LONGWORTH. I yield 30 minutes to the gentleman 

from low.a [:Mr. GREEN]. 
Mr. -OREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, aft.er the masterly 

address o.f the gentleman from Oonnectlcut [Mr. HILL], explain
ing in full the details -of the bill which we offer as <::t substitute, 
it would seem as if there was but little further to be sa.id with 
reference to its pronsions, but I wish to speak briefly at this 
time concerning some matters whlch the gentleman from Con
necticut, .owing to lack of time, was compelled to some extent 
to pass oyer. 

I have -obser--v-ed in this discussion two methods of debate. 
One is dealing in ·generalities, ·and the other in existing ci:rcum
·Stances .and particular facts. It is admissible at times, and 
may perhaps alwa...-vs be admissible, to deal ln :generalities, but 
I wish to .congra1:ulftte our friends on the Democratic side of 

. the House ·upon the -ease and freedom with whlch they :u·~ able 
to divorce themselves entirely from the facts ·and e>en from 
mathematics. .[Laughter and applause on the Re.publican side.] 

In the previous discussions of this bill I have o'bsened that 
although the tariff is a \e:ry dry subject our Democratic 
friends found that it fil'for<led ;a vehicle for poetry and imagery. 
Son.ring aloft on the pinions ·of thefr :imaginations they have 
painted the cJouds with their eloquence .and rhetoric; and, 
somewhere 1n dreamland, they haTe constructed a new Am.·erica, 
under the influence of their bill, "hich should enormously in
crease its purchases abr-0ad and yet have as much money left 
here as before; in which great quantities of its products 
heretofore made at home were to be manufactured in foreign 
lands, and yet there would be as much employment for the 
la.borer as ever and the manufacturer would sell as many goods; 
in which wages everywbere would 'be higher, ana. the products 
of labor in some way cheaper as a result.; in which the food 
products would be down to the very lowest point, and in some 
way the farmer paid more than .he has e\\er received for the 
beef, pork, and grain which be produced. ' 

I shall not stop to -consider at this time whether this Utopian 
co.mmonwealth could under any circtLmstances exist, nor shall 

I go into a discussion of the protective and free-h·ade doctrines. 
So .far as the gentlemen on the !Mmocratic side of t.he House 
are ·concerned, it would be useless; so far as the gentlemen on 
this side a.re concerned, I hold it to be entirely unnecessary. 
We have had our differences ·on some subjects-we have differed 
as to schedrues, as to rates, and methods {)f making a bill. 
There may t!Je some differences at this time, although I think 
there .ought not to he any as to this particular bill. Standpatters 
·or pragressives, we are all protectionists: Nor do I ha v-e any , 
doubt as to the sentiment of the Nation at large. The recollec- · 
tion of the effects of th-e Wilson bill still sends gripes of hunger 
to the -stomach •of the laboring man and the :mechanic; ·and e'>en. 
the Democratic farmer of my ow.n State still has a shiTer run 
down his spine wben he re.members those dark days under it. 
It is unnecessary that I shorud pursue this subject further; the 
people at large, the .great majority of the Nation are protection
ists. 01'er an.d over .agnin they have xatified by ~n-0rmous 
majorities the principle of protection. 

After ::the law . now in force was put in. operation people 
studied it · -and ·came to the conclusion· that some -of its pro•i
sicms were too high; that some worked out unequally and un
fairly. There wa·s a disposition manifested in favor of its 
revision and modification,. and the people began to consider how 
thi.s should be done. They knew :tha.t heretofore in the hearings 
which had been heid, and complained -0f it, too, that to a cer
tain extent these hearings were olle s.i-detl; that the ma.nufa<:
tu1,e1' was represented, but not the oonsumer to the .same e...~
tent, owing to the natural difficulty -0f getting them before the 
committees. And so, when it was askro whnt should be done. 
the natm:al answer was that a non.partisan~ fair, skilled board 
should be appointed which was ~apab1e of finding and ascer
taining the facts upon which an improYeGI. bill shoul-0 be based. 
1.~his -sentimeRt spread all o'"& thB country. It seemed to pre
vail .among the Re]Jublica.ns .and Democrats alike, if I am t-0 
judge by the utterances of prominent D€mocra.ts ma.de upon 
this tloor; .and in pursuance of that .sentiment the President of 
the United States appointed the present Tariff Board. Le-t me 
say right h-ere that the most captious critic of the administra
tion never -ventured to intimate in t11e slightest degree that 
better men could have been obtained for the position they now 
fill and for the purpose for which they were appoint.ed, namely, 
to ascertain the facts upbn which a tariff should be based. The 
most partisan opponent of the board has ne>er questioned its 
fairness or its honesty. 'I'he bitterest foe of the President never 
has suggested that the selections which he made in making 
up this board were not mnde without fear or favor and with an 
utter absence of desire to protect any interests except the inter
ests of tl:i.e ,people at large. The members of this board went 
to work and haw~ produced the re1rort which we now have before 
us. The facts found by them have not suited the gentleme11 Ol l 

the other side, and for that reason th.ey challenge it nnd refuse to 
accept ii.ts conclusions. Fo1• no other reason that I can a'Seer
ta.in are they unwilling to aecept the verdict, the finding of the 
facts, which this great jury, the Tariff Board, has rendered to 
the American people. 

It has been intimated here, and possibly assei·ted, that the 
Tariff Board merely took the statement of the manufacturers 
as to the cost of their :products. The fact ls exactly the con
trary. I think perhaps that my colleague Ur. PICKETT and 
m_yself are as well acquainted with the methods used by the 
Tariff Board .to obtain the facts upon which their report is 
based .as any gentle.man in this House. l\Iy colleague and my
self have made an exhaustiye examination as to the methods 
and workings of the board. We found that nothing had been 
taken for granted and no statement was accepted by the boa.rd 
.until it had been Termed by a personal examination by its 
experts. 

The system used was this; The board sent to each factory 
mo expei1:s--one who had a practica.l knowledge of the .busi
ness inyestigated, the other an expert account-ant. The account
ant went through the books of the company; the other expert 
made sure that there were no manipulations. Together they 
made such an examination as some concern would have made 
which was -considering a purchase of the business. From the 
books of the company elaborate tabulations were made show
ing the cost of material and work in eYery particular and with 
the most painstaking accuracy. It seems to have been thought 
because the board only submitt~d in its report its findings with 
reference -rto certain samples, numbered from 1 to 120 and A 
to N, that this was alI of the samples upon which the cost was 
computed. It could haTe been ascertained by anyone who 
visited the office -0f the board that they h._we. had the figures 
upon hundreds -of samples-too many to be included in the re
pe-rt, and therefore only those in more general use were selected. 
The r-eport ·as a whole is a monument to the skill, ability, thor ... 
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oughness, and fairness of the board, and has so been received 
both in this country and in Europe. 

Gentlemen of the majority, you talk of abolishing this board. 
AboUsh it if you will and thus proclaim to the Nation what we 
know here to be the actual truth-that you dare not meet anu 
face the facts which are contained in their report. 

I know that upon this floor, by the distinguished chairman 
of the Committee on Ways and 1\Ieans, the facts and :figures 
and, to some extent, the conclusions of this board have been 
attacked as unworthy of credit; but upon whose authority was 
that attack made? I know not his age, his name, or station, 
nor do I care, but I understand from statements recently made 
here that he was some newspaper correspondent who also held 
a chair in a small college; but whoever he may be and wherever 
he may be, I assert, and will show before I get through, that 
he needs and ought to take a grammar-school education in 
percentages. [Applause on the Republican side.] 

l\fr. MONDELL. Does the gentleman think that he has ever 
passed through the kindergarten course? 

.Mr. GREEN of Iowa. I ha:rn some doubt about it, and I think 
when I gi\e the :figures to the gentlemen here they will doubt it 
also; but before I take up his calculations I want to make a 
comp3 rison of the two bills now before the House. 

THE REP UBLICAN AND DEMOCRATlC BILLS COMPARED. 

I propose to show that these two bills have been prepared by 
altogether different methods. In olden times when a man 
wanted an article of furniture for his house the pioneer went 
out to the timber, chopped down a tree, split off a log, drove 
in some pegs, and made himself a bench. He newed out his 
furniture with a broadax. 

As civilization advanced and means were at hand this crude 
method of preparing his table or chair would not answer, and 
now the parts are measured and fitted with accuracy. This 
describes the two ways in which these two different bills have 
been formed. One has been split out with an ax, chopping 
out or lopping off a chunk here and there with little regard 
as to how the parts should fit. The other has been prepared 
with scientific precision, has adjusted the tariff to meet the 
needs and wants of the American people, and while the Re
publican bill has lowered the tariff almost to the same extent 
as the Democratic measure now proposed, this lowering of the 
tariff in accordance with its provisions will not ruin any Amer
ican industry. 

There are protectionists, free traders, and tariff-for-revenue 
men in this House. Discussion might fairly arise as to which 
method was· the better, but who is there so bold as to say that 
a bill which reduces the burden of taxation without injuring 
our American industries is not better than a-bill which merely 
lessens taxation to the same extent and in its operation must 
necessarily destroy many thriving American industries and de
prive thousands of workingmen of the opportunity to gain a 
livelihood at reasonable wages? No one, surely, but the ultra 
free trader, who would have nothing manufactured here which 
could be made cheaper abroad and who would put his theories 
into operation regardless of the consequences to our factories 
and their employees. 

ADVANTAGES OF THE ~EPUBLICAN SCHEDULE. 

The first provision in each bill establishes the rate upon wool 
itself. The Democratic bill provides for a tariff rate of 20 per 
cent ad valorem-that is; upon the cost of wool abroad. It 
may be safely said that no nation pretending to have any 
scientific adjustment of its tariff levies it by the ad valorem 
method. All students of the subject concur that it opens wide 
the door to fraud and enables the dishonest importer to drive 
out of business those who honestly state how much their im
portations have cost, while the proceeds of the fraud go not 
to the people but into the pockets of those practicing it. But 
this is probably not the worst feature of this schedule. If 
the figures presented by the Tariff Board are accepted by the 
American people-and I firmly believe they will be-this rate 
is too low to enable the American farmer and the sheep raiser 
to continue in the business. It is shown by the report of the 
board that the cost of producing wool in Australia is prac
tically nothing, as the mutton alone will pay for the expense of 
raising the sheep, and the greater portion of the wool which we 
import comes from Australia. 

In New Zealand it is only 2 cents a pound; in South America 
it is about 4! cents a pound, while the average throughout the 
United States is 9i cents. The tariff rate propased by the 
Democratic bill amounts to about 5 cents per pound. That the 
woolgrower of our country can not survive under i t is ap
parent. Thus it is proposed by the Democratic bill to destroy the 
sheep-raising indush·y in this country except in so far as sheep 
may constitute a sort of by-product of the farm, and to require 
the American to purchase abroad the greater portion of the 
wool that has heretofore been grown at home. Some amount 

would probably still be raised here, but the Democratic report 
accompanying their bill admits that if it goes into effect at least 
$60,000,000 more will have to be sent abroad annually to pay 
for additional wool and woolen goods importeu, and our citizens, 
who have before received this same amount, would have just 
that much less to pay for foodstuffs and manufactured goods 
and to give employment to labor. 

The Republican bill recognizes that there are two classes of 
wool, the clothing wools and the carpet wools. Upon the clotl1-
ing wools it fixes a rate of 19 cents a pound on· the scoured 
contents or 18 cents if unscoured. This method does away with 
the "joker," known as the "skirting clause,'' contained in th~ 
present law under which the present duty is evaded and which 
was criticized so severely by the late Senator Dolliver in his 
famous speech. It also does away with the inequalities result
ing from the different shrinkages of the various wools and 
prevents all fraud or evasion on the part of importers.. 'l'he 
present duty on scoured wool is 33 cents per pound; on raw 
wool 11 cents. The duty uncler our bill on raw wool would 
be a little less than 7~ cents per pound. There are many part 
of the United States where this duty would not put the home 
woolgrower on an equality with the foreign producer and 
with the exception of regions where wool i merely a by-p~·ocluct 
of the farm, none where it would more than make up the differ
ence . between the cost of producing wool at home and abroad. 

One of the most striking features of the new Ilepublican bill 
is that the duty upon carpet wools is removed when they :ue 
used in carpets, and the amount thereof used in clothing is so 
small as to be hardly worth considering. The removal of the 
duty on carpet wools will cause a loss of over four and one-half 
million dollars in revenue, of which the people will receive the 
benefit; but there is no reason why there should be any duty 
whatever on wools used in carpets, as they are not produced 
in this country. I am speaking now from a protection stand
point. Of course, the Democratic theory is that the tariff 
sh~:mld be levied upon noncompetitive products, and following 
this rule they have placed in their new chemical schedule a 
tariff upon medicines and necessaries that are in common use 
like pepper, which under the present law are free. I suppos~ 
that if they should succeed in taking off the tariff entirely upon 
sugar, and thereby destroying the sugar indu try in this country, 
they would then put the tariff back-at least they would have 
to do so in order to be consistent, but consistency is not a 
virtue to be expected from the Democratic majority of this 
House. 

It has been asserted by a prominent Democratic Member of 
this House that the coarse carpet wools were used in making 
cheap clothing for poor people and in the cheaper classes of 
blankets. Such a statement betrays an absurd ignorance of 
the real facts. A small quantity is, indeed, usetl in making 
heavy clothing when it is desired to get a rough and hairy ap
pearance, but this cloth is very expensive and used only by 
those who care little for expense and most for the \agary of 
style that calls for cloth having this appearance. It has been 
claimed on the other side of the House that this coarse, hairy 
wool was used in underwear for the poor. To do o would be 
to produce an instrument of torture, the composition of which 
may be judged by examining the t_exture of felt boot , which 
are made of carpet wools. It is equally absurd to talk about 
this class of wool being used in blankets, except horse blankets, 
for which it would not be assessed under our bill. The filling 
for the cheap blankets can even now be obtained cheaply. 
Under the Republican bill the duty on the material used for 
this purpose is cut to 2 cents per pound, and low-priced blankets 
would be much cheaper than now if this bill is enacted. 

It is also urged that this reduction of duty upon the carpet 
wool would simply go to the benefit of the manufacturer, but 
I shall show later on that the corresponding and, indeed, a 
greater reduction is made on the carpets when manufactured 
from it, according to the Republican bill. 

I have not time to discuss and compare all of these schedules. 
The Republican bill lowers the present duties all through, the 
average reduction being about 40 per cent, but I wish particu
larly to compare the duties on cloth under their respective bills. 

A COMPARISON OF THE RESPECTIVE DUTIES ON CLOTH. 

The Democratic bill levies a duty of 40 per cent on all cloth 
containing any wool, even though it be made principally of cot
ton. So far has this erroneous method of levying duty been 
carried that if a pair of suspenders contained somewhere in its 
webbing a little wool, the duty would be levied upon the whole 
cost of it, including the cotton, leather, and rubber; and if a 
button has any wool about it the tariff is levied upon the metal 
components as well. It would seem, in exercising the broadnx 
method of chopping out the tariff bill, as if an extra chunk 
might have been taken out when the schedule was prepared for 
these articles. There are many similar instances which might 
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be mentioned showing not only the unfairness of the duties now 
proposed by Ur. UNDERWOOD, but also what an exorbitant rate 
will at times be imposed by his bill. 

The Republican bill levies the duty on cloth and such articles 
as have just been mentioned ONLY UPON THE WOOL CONTENT 
THEREOF, and no one has undertaken to give any reason why it 
should be done otherwise. The distinguished gentleman from 
Alabama [1\Ir. UNDERWOOD] asserted that its rates upon cloth 
were so fixed as to make the poor man pay a heavier duty upon 
the cloth he used than the rich. The real fact is, and it is one 
of the great merits of the Republican bill, that it makes its 
greatest reductions upon the cloth and articles used by the 
poor and levies a much lower rate upon them, as I shall now 
proceed to show by actual examples, using cloth· described in 
the tariff report, and computing the actual amount of tariff paid 
thereon. 

I hold in my hand a portion of the cloth described in the 
report of the board as sample No. 2. I had part of this sent 
to the Bureau of Standards for analysis, and it was found to be 
81 per cent cotton. In other words, less than one-fifth of this 
cloth, which is known as a f.Jlncy worsted with cotton warp, 
was wool. The duty under the new Republican bill would be 
5 cents per pound and 30 per cent ad valorem. Under the 
present law it is 33 cents per pound and 50 per cent ad valo
rem. This is an example of the great reductions made on the 
cheaper classes of goods by our bill. [Applause on the Repub
lican side.] The whole rate on ad valorem basis on this cloth, 
taking the figures for the foreign cost as shown in the report 
of the board, is about 40 per cent, or as low as it would be 
under the Underwood bill. 

Sample No. 26, which I now present, is a cotton-warp worsted 
which I had analyzed in a similar manner and discovered it 
was practically one-half cotton. This is a style of goods, as 
you wm see from examination, which presents a very good 
appearance and is often worn by those who desire to economize 
in their clothing. I shall not elaborate the figures, which may 
be computed by anyone after taking the English cost price from 
the tariff report and having the result of the analysis above 
given. It will show that the total ad valorem rate thereunder 
on our bill would be 60 per cent. 

A fair example total ad valorem rate on the class of goods 
worn by the wealthy can be obtained by computing the duty on 
sample No. 47 of the Tariff Board. This is an unfinished 
wor ted weighing 16 ounces to the yard and costing 91.5 cents 
per yard in England. Without going into the calculations, 
which are quite involved, the total ad valorem rate Is nearly 
75 per cent, or almost twice as much as upon the sample of 
cheaper goods fust referred to, and a computation of 'the rate 
per yard shows that it is about eight times as much. 

Under our bill, as the cloth gets more expensive, and particu
larly as it runs into the finer grades of imported fancy worsteds, 
the rate advances. 

As I stated before, the Democratic bill lays a fiat duty of 40 
per cent upon all cloths. The rate should increase with the 
price, not only because there is more work per yard, as a rule, 
in the more expensive goods, but because those who are able to 
wear imported suitings are well able to pay a higher tariff, and 
I am in favor of making them do so. It is true that the cloth 
schedule in the Underwood bill, as a whole, is lower than in 
ours, but that it will absoluMly drive out the manufacturer of 
certain lines of cloth in this country will be demonstrated · by 
an examination of the statement of the costs at home and 
abroad of the representative samples selected by the board and 
specified in its report. These costs are given not only in the 
tariff report but in a most remarkable table which I will now 
discuss. 

This table was introduced yesterday by the distinguished gen
tleman from Alabama [l\Ir. UNDERWOOD], and in giving some 
figures from it he attempted to show that high rates were im
posed by our bill upon the cheaper goods. The unfairness and 
inaccuracy of this table becomes evident when it is seen that 
no attention is paid to the fact that these goods almost inva
riably contain a large percentage of cotton, but this table gives 
the rate on such goods the same as if it was all wool. Such 
figures are not merely worthless, they are deceiving. I assume 
that they were made 'by the same gentleman to whom I have 
heretofore referred, and whose education in mathematics has 
been so sadly neglected. 

The table to which I refer is found on page 57 of the ma
jority report on the wool bill, which I am informed was com
piled by him. In this table -you will observe that the cost of 
each sample in the U~ited St.ates and in England is given, and 
he undertakes to state in the last right-hand column the amount 
of tariff duty which would measure this difference. .In so 
doing it will also be observed that he has entered into a -very 
elaborate calculation, although he had a very simple problem 

before him. He takes from the report the American and Eng
lish conversion cost, which, with the difference between them 
he shows in the table. He then finds the percentage of thi~ 
difference to the English cost and adds that to the assumed 
duty on yarn, which he estimates at 30 per cent, and gets the 
total of 55.99 per cent for sample No. 1. There are two funda
mental errors in this method. First, 30 per cent on the cost of 
yarn is not the same as 30 per cent on th~ English cost of the 
finished cloth, as any school child would know ; second, taking 
the arbitrary figure of 30 per cent utterly ignores the board's 
statement as to the cost of materials in the particular sample, 
for by consulting the report, on page 652, it will be found that 
the stock cost to the American manufacturer was nearly double 
that of the English. After all, the problem, as I stated before, 
is an exceedingly simple one. In this particular table, con
tained in the majority report, the cost of sample No. 1 in the 
United States is $0.295; in England, $0.1535. It will at once 
be seen that the American cost was almost twice as much as 
the foreign cost, and therefore this sample cost the United 
States almost 100 per cent more than it did in England. Divid
ing the difference in costs by the English cost, it will be folmd 
that the actual rate necessary to be imposed on the English 
goods to equalize the difference is 92 ·per cent and a fraction 
instead of 55 per cent, as stated in the table. On sample No. 
3 it is 63 per cent instead of 56 per cent, as stated in the table. 
On sample No. 27 the :figures given by this most remarkable 
statistician is 60.59 per ceut for the duty. A mere glance at 
the respective costs would show that it should have been over 
100 per cent. 

Mr. SLOAN. :Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Yes. 
Mr. SLOAN. l will ask if it is not understood that this 

statistician was not a member of the committee and not em
ployed by the committee or the Government? 

.l\fr. GREEN of Iowa. He was not employed by the Govern
ment, and I doubt whether he was employed by the committee. 

Mr. SLOAN. 'I'hat being true, is not this a legitimate conclu
sion that !.le was the result of a free trade in tariff experts? 

1\fr. GREEN of Iowa. Mr. Chairman, I believe the gentleman 
from Nebraska is correct. 

. Not a single one of these figures of the resulting- tariff duty 
grven on page 57 of the majority report are -correct, and the 
most of them are from 25 per cent to 40 per cent out of the 
way. The whole majority Teport is a most remarkable docu
ment in the way in which it juggles the report of the Tariff · 
Commission, and to present to the American people such a table 
as has just been referred to, in order that the-y may ascertain 
therefrom what the duty ought to be to put the American manu
facturer on an equal with his European competitor, is something 
worse than a blunder. It is a farce and a fraud. · 

Jf we were to take from this table-certainly the most -ex
traordinru.·y conglomeration that I llave ever fixed my eyes 
upon-the tariff rate necessary to protect the American manu
facturer it will be found that the average -rate for this purpose 
is given by it as 55 pe.r cent, w:p.ile the rate\ granted by the 
Democratic bill is only 40 per cent. As a matter of fact, the 
correct 'figures are much higher than this average, for, although 
the system used in making this table has in .a. few instances 
resulted in making the rate too high, the greater portion of the 
figures for this purpose are far too low. The Republican bill 
is the result of careful computations, made from the report of 
the Tariff Board, which computations were then worked out in 
the bill. · 

I think it is not necessary to say anything .further with ref
erence to this table, except that, so far as the members of the 
committee are concerned who present it, I exempt them from 
any responsibility other than that which follows from their 
duty to at least casually' examining figures before presenting 
them to this House and the public. 

The tariff on blankets is levied by our bill only on the wool 
content; by the Democratic bill on the whole weight; with the 
result that on the cheaper goods of mixed cotton the duty is 
much less in the Republican bill. In fact, on some of the 
cheaper grades of blankets and underwear the duties proposed 
by our new bill are only a little over half those provided by the 
present law. 

The gentleman from Alabama [.Mr. UNDERWOOD] undertakes 
to state what the tariff would be on some cheap blankets under 
the Republican bill without knowing how much wool was in 
them. This does not trouble his statistician, but it produces 
results far and away in error. 
· It ought to be said in this connection that notwithstanding 
the great outcry made by our Democratic friends as to the 
inability 1of the American people to wear woolen goods and the 
tearful tales which are told with reference to those who have 
been deprived of suitable clothing and underwear by a Repub-
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llcan tariff, the.real fact is that, notwithstanding the advance in 
the price of such g<:>ods, the American workman, enjoying as he 

. does tJ:e highest wages paid anywhere in the world, is taking 
and usmg more and more woolen goods every day. 

In the decade ending 1910, the ·rnlue of woolen goods used in 
America has increased far beyond the proportionate increase 
·in population. At the same time, as shown by the report of the 
board, the percentage of cotton-mixed goods has decreased not
withstanding the well-known fact, which is also stated i~ the 
report of the board, that for hygienic and other reasons all-wool 
underwear is not nearly as popular as it once was even among. 
those to whom price cuts no figure. • 

The rates on carpets under our bill for the common 
grades have been reduced 50 to 60 per cent and on all grades 
are lower than those of the Underwood bill, with the exception 
of two classes, one of which has practically gone out of use the 
other is the expensive grades of .A.ubusson .A.xminster 'and 
oriental carpets, used by the well-to-do and the wealthy,' upon 
which the rate in the Republican bill is 50 per cent while our 
?emocratic friends concluded to fix it at 40 per ce~t, but this 
is only another example of how our bill discriminates in fa-vor 
of the poorer classes and levies its rates upon the goods used 
by those who are best able to pay-an admirable feature which 
is nowhere found in the Democratic bilL 

The rates provided by the Underwood bill are substantially 
lower than the Wilson bill and are levied in the same manner 
and with the same disregard of American industries. The Wil
son bill, with free wool for the manufacturer, put so many of 
them out of business that they were unable to use the wool 
grown at home, and 7,000,000 pounds of it had to be sold abroad 
in one year. The decrease in manufacturing and in various 
employments which would be brought about by the Democratic 
bill would cause the American workingman a loss of not less 
than $20,000,000 in wages annually. Why, then, adopt the 
Democratic bill? 

The Republican bill would keep our money at home, stimulate 
trade, and reduce the tariff. The Democratic bill would send 
$60,000,000 per annum abroad; close our mills in certain lines, 
reduce wages, slaughter sheep as effectively as did the Wilson 
bill, and all without making prices to the consumer materially 
lower than the Republican bill. Nor is this all. The members 
of the majority, in season and out of season, on the floor of this 
House and upon the stump, have proclaimed with all the powers 
of their voice and with every emphasis of which they are 
capable, that they were ready to take advantage of any oppor
tunity " to reduce the burdens upon the American people " which 
they claim exist under the present law. They voted for the 
La Follette bill, the duties of which were higher than the bill 
which we now present, but now say they will vote for the bill 
they have brought out of the committee, which I have described, 
the duties of which are only a little lower than the one which 
we have offered. They know that their bill never can become a 
law .. uring this Congress. Ours can and should be enacted, and 
in refusing it they refuse to give the people any relief whatever. 

.Gentlemen o~ the majoricy, we have now reached the parting 
of the ways. We know now how hollow your pretenses were 
when you said that you wished to reduce these duties. We 
know now what a wretched sham this talk has been about light
ening the burdens upon the people, and we will go out at the 
next campaign to meet you upon the issue presented by these 
two bills, in full confidence as to what the verdict of the Ameri
ican people will be. [Loud applause on the Republican side.] 

The CHAIRl\fAN. The gentleman from Colorado [Mr. 
Rumrn&] is recognized for one hour. 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. l\1r. Chairman, I feel like a 
bloated monopolist here to-day. By the generous indulgence of 
the House I have been accorded one whole hour in which to 
discuss the pending legislation and to endeavor to afford some 
enlightenment upon the situation. I am, however, as usual, 
as respects these tariff bills, somewhat in a position which has 
been described as "between the devil and the deep sea." I am 
enamored of a few of the provisions of the bill of the minority 
and, similarly, with a portio1). of the bill of the majority, but 
I am absolutely opposed to some of the features of the one as 
well as to some of the provisions of the other. But, as I have 
intimated, it js not an anomalous position in which I find 
myself. 

Since I came to Congress I have felt compelled to occupy the 
center of this middle aisle most of the time. Last summer when 
I went home, after that very hot session, an old lady friend of 
mine, who was strangely impressed with my spiritual character
istics, a~ked me how I stood it down in Washington; if it did 
not remmd me of another world, and if I was not prepared. to 
reform my life and live a better one in the contemplation of 
possibly going to an even hotter place. I remarked that indeed 

the weather there was very hot,. but that it was not alone the 
weather that made me hot. I suggested also that I was by no 
means the only victim of atmospheric oppression for one of 
my Republicai: friends, during that intense period: narrated a 
rather harrowrng dream which he had had a few nights before. 
~e dreamt tha.t he had died and that his disembodied spirit, in 
its perambulations, had wandered far from its natural bailiwick 
and descended into hades, where be was strutting in that same 
poi;npous and self-s~tis:fied way which was formerly character-
1st1c of my Repubhcan friends [laughter] when of a sudtlen 
f1:om the .roomi~1ess of the well-populated place, there appeared 
his satamc maJesty, who, _approaching him with jealous mien. 
sarcastically observed, "Well, stranger, you act as if you 
owned this place." The shade replied, "Yes· I do for I am 
a Republican Member of Congress and the 'Demo~ra ts ga vc 
it to me at the last session." [Laughter.] l\Iy experience dur
ing that session almost persuaded me to become a Christian. 

l\Ir. Chairman, I do not intend to com·ey the impression here 
that I am an expert in tariff legislation, nor do I venture to 
pose as a flockmaster, and yet there never has been a time 
within my recollection when I was not in the stock-growin"' 
business. Until I was 12 years of age I had never worn ~ 
suit of clothes the material of which was not spun upon my 
father's place, clipped from his flock, and woven into goods 
upo~ the farm. That was at an early period. I may say, in 
passmg, that I have now arrived at the sensitive time of life 
when I do not inform even my most intimate friends just l!ow 
long ago that was, and, being a widower and observing so many 
beautiful and possibly many marriageable ladies in the galleries, 
I will be pardoned for refraining now. [Laughter.] I am con
tent with the true significance of Shakespeare, that "the habit 
oft proclaims the man," and at this age in life I have returned 
to some extent to the homely habit of my youth. 

During the past session of Congress, as will be recalled, there 
was much -discussion· as to how much money we wool raisers 
received from a suit of clothes. We undertook to show that 
upon an ordinary suit of clothes 45 cents was approximately 
the sum, and we further contended that that was not robbing 
the American people -very much; that they would not willingly 
put out of existence a great industry in this country because of 
a desire to ~ave 45 cents upon a suit of clothes. I then deter
mined to investigate that feature of the subject thoroughly. So 
I bad some wool from my own clip used for the purpose of as
certaining the facts as to the cost. I had to ha-ve some assist
ance in this matter, howe-ver, notwithstanding the fact that I 
began by indicating that I felt like a monopolist. [Laughter.] 

I belong to the National Woolgrowers' Association, ancl I 
doubt not that some of our Democratic newspapers will charge 
that I have been subsidized on this occasion, because when I 
received this clip I turned it over to the National Woo1growers' 
Association, stating that I desired a suit of clothes made from 
it,_ and they came to my assistance and did so. I subsequently 
received a letter from the secretary of the association stating 
the cost of the suit I was greatly surprised at the amount 
until I discovered that in my vanity I had somewhat O\ershot 
the mark in the desire to be, if possible, better dressed than 
others, and ·on the principle that "fine feathers make fine 
birds" and because of my pardonable ambition to compensate 
in this manner for my naturnl deficiencies if I am to be re
spectable at all [laughter], I cJ:tose some· goods that were a 
little bit beyond the a-verage cost, and that product of the 
tailor's skill I wear on this occasion. [Applause.] 

This is what the secretary, Dr. S. W. McClure, writes me 
about this: 
Judge A. W. RUCKER, 

House of Representatives, Washington, D. O. 
MY .DE.An JUDGE: I have the honor. to give you the following infor

mation relative to the suit of clothes which was made and presented 
to you by the National Woolgrowers' Association. 

The following items of cost entered lnto the making of this suit. 
3.6 yards of cloth, at $1.92-------------------------------- $6. ~)10 
lB yards of mohair serge lining____________________________ 2. 0:-{0 
li yards of vest and sleeve llning_....:________________________ . 37fi 
i yard of haircloth --------------------------------------- . 250 

l~Y;i~d~fof~~~~:f;::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: :!~S 
1 .Yard of pocket linlng____________________________________ . 200 
Lming for trousers, buttons, and buckles-------------------- . 350 
Buttons ~or coat and vest--------------------------------- · . 150 

. 10. 8~0 
Cost of tailoring ----------------------------------------- 24. 370 

Total cost of suit---------------------------------- 35.200 
The cloth used in this suit is a high-grade, medium-weight worsted, 

all pure wool, and represents about the highest quality and cost of 
cloth made for men's suiting. While the cloth in the average all-wool 
suit of clothes ordinarily ls sold by the manufacturer at from $1 to 
$1.40 per yard, you selected a cloth representing almost the extreme of 
high value produced by the American mill. While the manufacturer 
received $6.91 for the cloth in this suit, $2.37 of this represents what 
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be paid for the wool laid down at bis factory; ·the balance mu'>t cover 
all the expense of handling the wool, converting it into clotll, aud plac
ing it upon the market, as well as bis pro!it. '£he manufacturer's profit 
on this suit was between 15 and 20 cents. 

It required 11.50 pounds of Colorado wool, shrinking 62 per cent, to 
make this entire snit; youi· woolgt·ower might receive fot• this wool 
to-day 17 cents per pound ; thercfoi·e, for all the wool in the suit he 
received $1.97. • In addition to making the suit, this 11.59 pounds of 
wool produced about 6 cents worth of waste, which, deducted from 
$1.97, leaves $1.91 as the share your woolgrowcr received from this suit, 
or 5.4 per cent of the total cost of the suit. 

In order that yo11 may understand oxactly the way the costs to the 
woolgrower were distributed, I submit the following figures, based on 
the findings of the Tariff Board: • 

The average sheep in Colorado shears 6.1 pounds of wool; therefore, 
to produce 11.59 pounds of wool as required by this suit, 1.9 sheep had 
to be run for the entire year. 

The average investment per sheep for improvements on your Colorado 
ranches is 44 cents, and for the wool required to make this suit the 
investmt>nt would be 83.G cents. 

The average value of Colorado sheep is $4.15, and for the 1.9 sheep 
would be $7.844; this makes the investment to produce the wool for 
this suit $8.72, excluding all investment in lands. 

In producing this 11.5!) pounds of wool your grower paid to labor 
$1.14, for feed for the sheep he yaid 49.4 cents, and his miscellaneous 
expenses for the sheep were $1.7 ; the interest on bis investment at 8 
per cent was 69.7 cents, making the total costs to produce this wool 
$4.037. 

This, however, represents the total cost of maintaining 1.9 sheep for 
one year, and as there was other Income from them than that del'ived 
from wool such Income must be deducted In order to determine the 
actual cost of the wool. The TarlfI Board estimates that the increase 
among Colorado sheep 1::1 61.9 per cent, and that the income from 
sources other than wool for 1.9 sheep would be $2.28. 'l'hls, deducted 
from the total cost of $4.037, leaves $1.757 actual expenditures which 
must be met from the sale of wool. If the receipts from tbe sale of 
wool in this suit were $1.97 and the cost or its production was $1.757, 
your woolgrower had remaining as his profit on 1.!J sheep just 21.3 cents, 
or a profit per sheep of 11.2 cents, amounting to H per cent on his 
investment. 

In determining the cost of producing this wool we must not fail to 
recognize the fact that the Tariff Board credits the woolgrower with an 
average loss of sheep amounting to 3 per cent, when every western 
woolgrower believes that the loss is at least G peL' cent. And again, 
that the 49.4 cents' worth of feed consumed by these sheep represents, 
if produced on the owner's ranch, not the market value of the feed, 
but the actual cost of production. And also the fuct that the board 
reports the average price of wool In Colorado last year to have been 
14.2 cents per pound, and I have credited your woolgrower with receiv
ing 17 cents per pound for the wool in this suit. And neither should 
we neglect to recognize tbat this profit of 11.2 cents per sheep waa 
made at a time when the tariff oa wool of this class represented 40 
per cent ad valorem. May I therefore ask you, Judge, hO\V is this wool· 
grower to survive if the Unde1·wood bill reducing the tarifl' GO per cent 
becomes a law? 

Of course Judge, you will understand tbat tbe tailor who made this 
suit for $24.37 was one of the reasonable-price tallors of tbe city of 
Washington. nnd plenty of taUor In tbls cit:v would .have ,.harr:-ed as 
high as $40 for making this suit. Investigation convinces me that i! 
this suit of clothes were purchased from the tailor under ordinary cir
cumstances it would cost you not less than $55, and if purchased in a 
store probably $35. 

Very respectfully, S. W. McCLURE, Secretary. 

Mr. AKIN of New York. Mr. Chairman,. will the gentleman 
yield? Are you sure you have got all your buttons? 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. I am sure I have not missed a 
buckle. [Laughter.] 

Mr. Chairman, lt will be observed that while the manufac
turer of the cloth received $6.91 for the cloth in this suit, .$2.37 
of it i:epresents what he paid for the wool laid down at his 
factory and the balance must cover all the expense of handling 
the wool, converting it into cloth, and placing it upon the mar
ket, as well as his profit. The manufacturer's profit on this 
suit was between 15 and 20 cents. 

I shall not discuss that feature of the at'gument. I find that 
we are very scarc.e here upon our wool end of it, and yet at 
the same time truth must out, even if it be in favor of the 
manufacturer. 

You will observe that the interest on my investment, as 
stated, at 8 per cent was 69.7 cents, making the total cost to 
me of producing this wool $4.037. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the gentleman 
whether that is the ordinary rate of interest? 

l\fr. RUCKER of Colorado. Eight per cent? 
Mr. LOKGWORTH. Yes; 8 per cent. 
Mr. R UCKER of Colorado. Yes; 8 per cent, but that de

pends a good deal upon your indorser. [Laughter.] The ordinary 
sheepman in that territory can not borrow any money at any 
rate without an indorser. [Laughter.] 

This, however, reduced the total cost of maintaining 1.9 sheep 
for one year, and inasmuch as there are other sources of income 
from them than that derived from the wool alone such income 
must; naturulJy be deducted in order to determine the actual cost 
of the wool. l\fy correspondent, you will observe, states that 
the Tariff Board estimates the increase among Colorado sheep 
61.£\ per cent and that the income from sources other than wool 
for 1.9 sheep would, therefore, be $2.28. This deducted from 
the total cost of $4..037 leaves $1.757 actual expenditure, which 
must be met from the sale of the wool. 

You will observe thnt in the enUIDeration of items of cost 
tllere is one of 12! cents for one-sixth of a yard of padding. Of 
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·course I had to be padded. [Laughter.] Then ther~ is 1 yard 
of pocket lining, at 20 cents. The tailor, observing that I was a 
cowboy, made a pocket, of course, on my right side for my gun 
ttnd one on my left side for my flask. [Laughter.] In fact, 
they loaded me down with pockets. I think probably there are 
some pockets f9r dirk kniyes, tobacco, apd so forth, which I may 
not have discovered. [Laughter.] 

I have neve1~ had as handsome and as good a suit of clothes 
in my life as I now have upon my back, and I now desire to 
publicly extend my thanks to the association for having dis
co-vered my needs and satisfied my vanity. [Laughter and ap
plause.] 

Now, Mr. Chairman, I have been the subject of divers hope
ful experiments in a good many pursuits of li.fe. I had _my 
initiation as a farmer's boy. I entered upon the practice of the 
law as soon as I could get into it. I was tried at that. Then I 
was the subject of the more ambitious experiment as judge. 
'rhey tried me as a farmer and then tried to make me governor, 
and after ascertaining that I was not adapted for any of those 
occupations they finally made me just a plain, brnery Member 
of Congress. [Laughter.] l\Iy patient and devoted constituency 
has been all these years acting upon the assumption that I must 
certainly be good for something. [Laughter.] As an illustra
tion, my father had an old negro by the name of Isaac. Isa ac 
owned a dog which he claimed was the best coon dog in the 
country. On one occasion a man came along who desired a 
coon dog, and the trade having been made, the man took the 
dog home. In abgut a week he returned and said, " Isaac, you 
old scoundrel, you cheated me in that dog trade." "How is 
that, massa?" "You said that dog was a good coon dog. and 
he won't pay any attention to coons." " Dere sure must be 
somethin' wrong about dat," said Isaac, scratching his head in 
a puzzled way, "'cause I done tried that dog wid squirrels and 
possums and rabbits, and he wouldn't pay no attention 'tall to 
them varmints, and in course you must know, as well as I do, 
dat dat dog must be good for something." [Laughter.] 
~ow if I have accomplished any real good since I have had 

the honor to be in Congress, and not proven an entire disap
pointment to my constituents, my one act of pulling you Re
publicans from your obstructive attitude in the doorway of the 
prosperity of the sheep grower of this country-where you have 
consistently stood since you have been in power-stands out, 
if I may modestly so express it, like a beacon. Not until I 
came here, a coyote from the wild and wooly West, and demon
strated to this House the absurdity of your tariff legislation, 
enacted nominally in the interest of the stock grower, was there 
ever introduced a bill to put the duties on wool upon a specific 
basis on the scoured content. That amendment I offered in the 
House on the 20th day of last June, and I think it receiYed 
four or five votes on the Republican side. I know just exactly 
how many votes it received on this side. It received one Yote. 
That vote was my own. [Laughter.] Not one of you Repub
licans, in the whole history of your legislative lives, haye until 
now supported such a measure. You are now engaged in a wild 
and rather flattering effort to steal my thunder. Of all the 
Presidents you have had, but one, the present Executive, has 
ever suggested in a. message that a specific duty should be 
placed upon wool, and that it should be upon the scoured con
tent. 

When the first wool bill was passed, it was upon the theory 
that all wool shrunk 6Gi per cent. That was supposed to apply 
to foreign wool as well as to American wool, and it did at that 
time. Immediately upon that bill becoming a law, and opera
tions began under it, the foxy foreigner evolved a method of 
cheating the woolgrower of this country, as well as the Treas
ury. He proceeded at first to wash the wool on the sheep's 
hack. Then he winnowed out all the rubbish, dirt, straw, and 
vegetable matter that he could eliminate in that manner, and 
reduced the shrinkage to somewhere in the neighborhood of be
tween 40 and 50 per cent by that method. But, in view of the 
exactions of the tariff and freight, that did not satisfy his 
greed, so by some hocus-pocus he secured the passage by Con
gress of what is known as the " skirting clause," which left the 
fleece stripped of most of the grea se and foreign matter. That 
still not being entirely satisfactory be winnowed it and brought 
it into this market with a shrinkage of not to exceed 40 per 
cent. • 

It must be remembered that during all this time we were in 
competition with the foreigner, who was bringing his wool here 
with that shrinkage of 40 per cent, while our wool always re
mained the same-a shrinkage of 66fr per cent. 

It is therefore manifest that under the 11 and 12 cents per 
pound duty we have neYer received more than 4 or 5 or, at the 
most, 5! cents protection under a Republican administration. 

Mr. Chairman, there is an element of contagion in this mat
ter. It is akin to the subject of conservation. Conservation is 
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a contagious. disease. [Laughter.] You Republicans< took the 
initintirn in promulgating· the doctrine of conservation.. A Re
pnblic::m President had. two bills before him-one an act de
claring that there should be no more land withdrawn from the 
public domain unless it should be specifically under. an act of 
Congress, ancl the other a proclamation withdrawing 200,000,000 
acres of land in our Western States and Territories from set
tlement and the taring. power. One piece of paper seems· to 
haxe been more conveniently within hie reach than the other, 
and he signed the last first, and thus ignored the wishes and in.
structions of Congress as evidenced by the bill lying by the side 
of the one he first signed. 

But that. is apart from the story. It is simply an_ indication 
of the fact that my Democratic friends at times manifest symp
toms of the di ease which they ha:ve contracted from you~ 

This situation is contagious. You Republicans firnt, by sne
cious provisions, closed the mouth of the woolgrower. Con.ven
tion after convention. was held between. the woolgroweJ:-and the 
manufacturei:, but there neyer was a eonvention held west of 
Washington. They were all held up in the section of the coun
tJ:y where. tlie-i:e a.re four oi: five manufacturers to one wool
grower. There was no representa.iiion of the weste1·n interest 
or sheep grower. This select coterie met and formulated this 
leO'isJation to which L have referred. The confiding: woolgrow:er 
w;s beguiled oy the pi:omise that at the next session of Con
gress the duty would be raised n. little. He rested content in 
this assuranc.e, only to discovei;- that when the Democrats came 
into control the infection had extended its baleful in:fl.uence to 
this side· of the Chamber. 

And now what do my Democratic friends propose to do? 
They say, "The credulous old woolman has been fooled for a 
long time- by the Republic:ms; We must not be out~one: We 
will now, as a fitting climax,- put on the capsheaf and. take all 
of the· protection from him " ; . fo1~ that is the logical interpreta
tion of the bill under consideration.. Obviously the 20 per cent 
ad valorem duty ffQOn the grease content is no protection to the 
sheep man. • 

I am not at all a.mazed that my friend from Massachusetts 
jpfr. PET.ERB] failed to say a word concerning the raw-wool 
pronositioa in his speech to-day, nor :ur to its effect uporr the 
sheepman. When he made his speeah at the last session. he 
eleetrmed U& by tracing these sheep from the roch.Jr. hills of 
Vermont down through Connecticut, on through this- country, 
eating up everything they could reach-land had gotten so high 
that the sheep could not justifiably be raised uponi it-f:ollowing 
them diligently out across- the American desert and a.cross the 
trackless v.lains, making· them climb the s:nowcaQS-· of the:- Rocky 
Mountains, driving them, with their tongue& lolling. out and 
their tails hanging behind them,.. through the desert o.f Death 
Valley and beyond into the Pacific Ocean, where he left them 
eating crabs. [.Laughter.] 

To-day there is a different story: A change ha&" c-ome over 
the spirit of his dream." There has- been an· a-ppreciable bit of 
ground swelL The people of the West are a little dissatisfied. 
Ohio is a big wool State and they m·e looking a. little to the 
future. The sheep business- is not disintegrating so rapidly 
after all, and it may become necessary for us to hold on to it a 
little longe1-, and this impression has prompted some faint effort 
to show that we can sunive under this bill. 

There is but one substance in the mineral kingdom that is 
indestructible, and that is gold. Its usefulness is- not greater 
than its- indestructible counterpart in another kingdom, namely, 
wool. It has only three enenries--one, the nonfurtiveness- of 
the ragpicker; another, the moth; and, third, fire. On. another 
occasion I said to you : 

l\lany of. you doubtless have in your households tre.asu1·ed antiques a 
thousand years old. There are prayer rugs known to be over 4,000 
years old, the wool in which might have been clipped by Abraham, and 
as they are rare, there are many imitations of them. I bespeak for 
you, my friend~, !TI. the hour, yea hours, of your atonement fox. ~e sin 
you will commit m the passage ef this bill the peculiar u-ppropnatness 
of a prayer rug woven from the fleece of. the American sheep, that your 
bands may be raised alike in supplication for pardon and oenediction of 
the home-grown product which makes so much for American greatness. 
From the cradle to the grave, from the clipper's band to the tailor's 
s:hears, its fruitful coat of down has ever thrown its benign I?rotection 
around young and old. The babe in arms, the rugged mount:uneer, the 
aged and· in1irm alike are secur within its ample folds, and the best 
that is within us should be dev.oted to its safety and not its s.acrifice. 

Ir. Chairman, of course I can not support the pending bill, 
and I am utterly unable to understand how any Democrat can 
consistently do so. It would a.mount to absolute stultification 
for anybody who voted for a. duty of 29 ner cent ad valorem 
last sessjon to now, after the Tariff' Board has reported and 
notwithstanding there has- been no untoward change of cendi
tions in any diTectionr favor free- wool at least. 'li'her.e is no 
justification for us to now stultify ourselYes by vating for.· 9 
per cent less duty at this session of Congress. 

Mr .. LONGWORTH. It is-nearly 30 per" cent._ 

:Mr. RUCKER: of Colorado. No; it is 9 per cent low.er than 
the conference bill that we- i>assed at the last session. 

The bill proposed by the- minority is equally objectionable to 
me. The bill introduced. by me at the last session put the duty 
at 30- cents a nound. Thirty-four cents a pound is exactly what 
the western sheep grower must have in order to. compete with 
the Australian. woolgrower. Of < course if it is proposed to 
eliminate the sb.eepman altogether-if it is the desire to put 
him out of the business entirely; if we are to say to him, 
" Notwithstanding here is an industry as old as Abraham him
self, and which is contem~ra.neous with the glorious history of 
our country and has brought to it so much enduring pros
perity, we must let it go "-if we m:e to ignore not only the 
history o:t our own country but that of all countries as to its 
great value as an integral part of our nation.al greatness, then 
pass this bill providing for a 20 per cent d va.lorem, and it will 
effectually give it its qnietus. 

As a matter of fact I do not know that we could enact any 
legislation that would resuscitate- the sheep businessc at the 
present time, because of the f"act tha.t the she~p people are so 
mucli discouraged by tl1e tariff. agitation. They have lost mil
lions of dollars by reasorr of this agitation since last June. 
The speculator has been quick to take advantage of the possi
Uility of this· bill becoming a law, and the woolgrower ha& be
come nmun·upt in his effort to keep his flocks and his posse -
sionsi eut of' the hands of the bank.et:,. ef. whom be ha borrowed 
money on. them, a.nd. it has; been an unequar struggle. 

Mr .. Chairman, England did not- abandon. the protection policy, 
in. so far as the wool business was concerneu, until she had 
establislled the industry, and she ·1s now almost the third nation 
in the world in the production of both wool and mutton. She 
does- not now nermit sheep to i:emain over 24. hours on. her soil 
or get beyoruf. the docks before it is slaughtered. She is still 
vigm:ously protecting her sheep industry. 

UntiI 104 years ago,, a.nd for 130 years oefore that,. England 
fiad a statute- requiring the dea<f to be enshrouded in.. woolen 
cloth with. a.. view to protecting and nunturing- the woolen- indus
try. A& a.IL ev:idenc.e of solicitude for the safc6uardfug of that 
industry tlie mother country forbade oar Colonies to export any 
of:. their wool In Virginia in 1.664.- the Commonweal th passed. a 
statute by which she· grr>e 5 pounds of tobacco-the only money 
she had at that time--for each yaTd of homespun cloth: th-at 
might be manufactured. Two years- afterwards she passed_ a 
Iaw by which. she put into every county fu. the Commonwealth 
looms= and weavers for· the manufacture of wool. 

l'iir. Chairman~ liow much time have I remaining? 
The CHAIR!\IAN. The gentleman has 35 miputes. 
1\Ir. RUCKER' of· Colorado. Massachusetts- in 1645 passed a 

law compelling eacb: family to· weaYe 1 yard of cloth.. out of 
wool flax or- cotton. for 30 weeh.-s· during each year. She. aiso 
gave to.her weavers a bonus of 30 acres of land. In thnse days 
it was the unanimous judgment of all that ~ twas impemtisely 
necessary to develo}J a.nd sustain this industry. Will. anybody 
be good. enough. to tell me when there has be.en a. time when 
this industry needed to be built up more thnn. at the present? 
We produce 7.0 per cent ot the wool we consume. Now, if it is 
demonsh·a:ted, as I believe it must be,. to our Democratic friends 
that if we prrss such. a law· as this- it will mean the annihilation 
of the sheep industry of this country· r a.rn entirely sure no one 
would longer indul~e in. the sophistry that it would: be in the 
interest. of the con.sum.er-. · When by a Eiimple arithmetic:tl 
process you subtract 70 per cent of. our consumption. from the 
total, does it appeal to anyone's reason that it would tend to 
lessen the pdce? Is it not convincing to the analytical mind 
that the result will be diametrically the opposite, and is it not 
a solecism to pretend that to subtract from means' to add to>; 
that in order to cheapen the price you. must lessen the supply? 
And yet that, l\fr .. Chairman, is irresistibly the c.ha.racter of 
philosoplly that must be invoked in. justification.. of the passage 
of a bill of this kind. 

Anothe1~ and equally vicious feature of the propos€d. legisla
tion would be the su1-render of our domestic market to the foi:
eigner, thereby vesting: him with power to arbitrarily fur prices. 
Listen to what is said in the last issue of the Australian Pas
tora.list Review : 

The writer ventures to state that if the duty upon wool . in America 
is removed for any length of time sheep numbers in the United States of 
Ame:cica will, as they did before, rapidly diminish. This would be a 
bad thing fo.c. the States,. but a good. thing for Australia and New 
Zealand. 

To digress for a: moment. We are all aware of the proverbial 
resthetiC' ta:ste.. of the good people of Massachusetts. In 1684 
William Fostei:, a representative from this- country to Spain, 
purchased three rams at auction for $1,500 apiece and. shipped 
them to· a. friend. in Massachusetts for breeding purposes. How
ever, unmindful of theil' other attribnte.s- a.nd: of the intent a.nd 
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purpose of their s,hipment, the gentleman in l\Iassachusetts 
slaughtered them and ate them, writing a very cordial letter 
of thanks to Mr. Foster for - remembering him with such deli
cious meat. 

As a matter of fact and in the interest of truthful history, it 
may be said that those rams were smuggled into this country 
because of the rigid · statutes of Spain upon the subject of the 
exportation of sheep. Under the Spanish law at that time it 
was an offense punishable by death to ship sheep from th·at 
country. But our friend from Massachusetts did not enjoy an 
exclusive monopoly in that inhibited industry, for there lived 
at that period another smuggler of no less prominence than 
Thomas Jefferson, who was, as we all know, well versed in 
international law and ethics, and as an evidence of whose lively 
interest in the development of the wool industry of this coun
try at all hazards I desire to read from a letter written by 
him to the American representa.tive at that time in Spain. 
Among other things, he says: 

An American vessel, the properly of a respectable merchant of Gee>rge
town, on a voyage to some part of Europe for general purposes of 
commerce proposes to touch at some part of Spain with a view of ob
taining merino sheep to be brought to our country. The necessity we 
are under and the determination we have formed of emancipating our
selves from a dependence on foreign countries tor manufactures which 
may be advantageously established among ourselves has produced a very 
general desire to improve the quality of our wool by the introduction 
of merino sheep. Your sense of the duties you owe your station will 
not permit me to ask yoi;.. nor yourself to do, any act which might com
promise you with the uovernment with which you reside or forfeit 
that confidence on their part which can alone enable you to be useful 
to your country; but as far as that will permit you to give aid to the 
procuring and the bringing away of some of the valuable race, I take the 
libe1·ty of soliciting you to do so. It will be an important service 
rendered to your country. 

[Laughter.] 
I cite these two prominent instances as showing that for the 

advancement of the great wool industry in this country, not 
only did a citizen of the law-abiding and thrifty Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts, but that great Virginian, the father of 
Democracy, himself risk the dire international and personal 
consequences of the detection of such an act. If perchance he 
had been caught on Spanish soil he would have been indicted as 
particeps criminis and liable to the· penalty of death under the 
statute to which I have referred. 

It will thus be seen that Massachusetts and Virginia, the two 
oldest and most conservative Commonwealths, joined· hands for 
the upbuilding of this important industry. 

To return to my line of thought. It is clearly impossible to 
add to by dividing: How can it be sensibly or reasonably main
tained that by taking 70 per cent of our consumption from the 
total we will lower the price upon wool? At the risk of repeti
tion I desire to emphasize that inquiry. If· I have not already 
done so, let me state now that the wool man, especially of the 
West, is to-day realizing his only rey-enue upon the lean sheep 
that he may be able to drive to the market, he being absolutely 
helpless in any other respect. 

:.Mr. Chairman, I ha\e just a few words more. I am not a 
very good statistician, and I ha \e difficulty in following the line 
of argument of those gentlemen who deal in fractions. I come 
from the western country where those who play poker play with 
blue chips. They do not use the white ones. I prefer to deal 
with larger sums than fractions. . 

Upon the subject of statistics, if I may again digress, I am 
minded of a darkey who was captured by old Jubal Early in 
one of his raids through Virginia. He was nearing his old 
town, and he produced his pencil and pa1;>er and was noting the 
names of some of the people who lived in his old home town, 
and calculating how many graves he would have to dig when 
he got there. There was one particular man whom he desired 
to inquire about, and as this darkey resided in the neighbor
hood he supposed he would be able to secure accurate informa
tion from him. Early said, " Sam, do you know a man down 
there by the . name of Sandford? " " Oh, yas, sir, yas, sir; I 
knows Mr. Sandford Y-ery well." "What does he do?" pursued 
Early. "Well, l\fassa Jubal, he keeps a kind of little grocery 
sto' and he sells medicine, and when I gets a stummick ache 
sometimes he gives me medicine and I gets well right away." 
"Orderly," said Jubal sternly, "take this nigger out and have 
him shot. There is only one fellow down there by the name .of 
Sandford and he is a lawyer." Sam, apprehending that he was 
about to be shot, cried out quickly, "Hold on there, -Massa 
Jubal, I think we's both right, but you is more wrong than I is. 
I knows dat dis is de same man, fur he did run for dat dere 
office but he got lef '." [Laughter.] 

In my school days I found extreme difficulty in mastering 
the science of arithmetic, and I confess that I am not near so 
skillful in the art as my friend UNDERWOOD and some of my 
other associates on this floor. . HoweY-er, when I reflect upon 
my restricted scholastic opportunities this is not to be wondered 

at, and I am glad nQw of the opporttmity to forsake the s1w1ller 
figures for the larger and more important ones. 

I desire to refer for a moment to a statement made by my 
distinguished friend from .Alabama [Mr. UNDERWOOD] yester- · 
day to the effect that the sheep growers of this country have 
ample protection, that there was a healthy competition existing, 
and that the report of the Tariff Board would show this. There 
is a striking dissimilarity between his present line of thought 
and that of last year, when he, too, indulged in the ·pleasing 
occupation of driving these sheep clear out into the Pacific 
Ocean as a preliminary to our relinquishing the sheep-growing 
business entirely. · 

With a view to my further enlightenment upon the subject, I 
took occasion to analyze this report to some extent, and discov
ered a few large figures, minus the fractions, which accommo
dated themselves to my understanding. 

I find that the total labor cost, including the shearing of the 
sheep and their handling in this country and the competing 
countries, .Australia and South America, was as follows: In the 
United States, on 52,000,000 sheep-that is all we now have
lambs and all, $47,580,000; in South America the cost was 
$15,080,000; in Australia it was $7,280,000. 

Mr. Chairman, I am going to agree with my friend UNDER
WOOD in one respect with reference to the Tariff Board. I do 
not think it was necessary for them to go to that country to get 
this information. Most of the material information concerning 
these costs was available in any trade journal. We are per
fectly familiar with the geography of that country. We know 
its climate, we know its area, we know of its immense pampas, 
we know how many sheep they have, we know also the character 
of the labor they employ. We know they have hatless, shirt
less, shoeless, breechclouted bushmen to attend their flocks. I 
have a picture here which I would be glad to show some of you. 
Here it is. My word painting of him is not in the least exag
gerated. He is also languageless. He· is unable to comprehend 
in the dark and conveys his meaning by gesticulations. These 
bushmen, the rapaho Indians, and the Fiji Islanders are in n 
class by themselves. They are the only known people who are 
unable to make themselves understood in the dark. 

l\Ir. PAYNE. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman says we know 
these things. We do not know it except from the report of the 
woolgrowers in the United States. 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Mr. Cha1rman, I thank the gentle
man for his suggestion. That is good enough evidence for me. 

Mr. PAYNE. It is for me, in some respects, and still your 
people are always raising the question that we only get one
sided information from people who nre interested. How could 
we get evidence to satisfy the gentleman from Alabama unless 
we sent some one over there? 

l\Ir. RUCKER of Colorado. I think the gentleman from Ala
bama knows more than he "lets on." I think he was satis
fied, just as I was. 

Mr. PAYNE. Oh, no; he was never satisfied with anything 
that came from the wool growers. 

l\Ir. RUCKER of Colorado. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman 
from Alabama, as well as many of these questions, are pecu
liarly suggestive of the man who imagined he had disco\ered 
in the distance a great conflagration, while the closer observer 
perceived but the golden glory of a newborn day. The sun was 
just rising. [Applause.] 

Now, I desire to go just a step further in this-
Mr. GARNER. The sun of the gentleman from .Alabama is 

just rising; that is all right. 
l\Ir. RUCKER of Colorado. I accept with pleasure the inter

jection of tha gentleman from Texas. 
With regard to the cost of feeding these 52,000,000 sheep, and 

dealing in these large figures again, we find that in the United 
States it is $23,400,000; in South America it is $18,200,000; in 
.Australia, our competitor, as is recognized by everybody, it is 
only $4,160,000, as against $23,000,000 in the United States. 
That, it will be observed. is for feeding. Of course the climatic 
condition there is a matter of common knowledge. The sheep 
can run the year round. The growers there procure a lease for 
40 years and are at liberty to fence the land in. I beliern the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GARNER] knows something about 
the sheep business--

Mr. LONGWORTH. He has goats. 
Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. Well, he is not one. Besides, he 

is honest enough to acknowledge that if one has the opportunity 
to secure twenty or thirty thousand acres of land, subject to a 
lease of 40 years, he can construct a coyote-proof fence around 
his pasture, wherein one man would be able to attend to 20,000 
sheep. Conditions in our country are entirely different , as is 
well known. 

Then we should bear in mind the amount of the taxes on 
52,000,000 sheep. In this country the annual tax is $2,000,000, 
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while in Australia it is $1,000,000, or perhaps u little in excess 
of that sum. Then there is a very considerable difference in the 
relative cost of getting the wool into the domestic market as 
between the two countries, the western American producer pay
ing just three times as much as the foreigner to lay his wool 
down in the markets of Boston, Philadelphia, and New York, 
for instance, and this item of transportation alone consumes 
the duty, so far as the western woolgrower is concerned. 

Ur. Chairman, my time has about expired. As long as I have 
the honor to be a Member of the American Congress, I shall 
raise my voice in the interests of the American farmer and 
stock raiser and for what I conceive to be his adequate recogni
tion, and if I have been successful in affording·any enlighten
ment as to his requirements in the hour that has been so gen
erously accorded me, I shall not have spoken in vain. Since 
the wool industry, as wcll as many other of bis products, is 
assaulted ·on the theory that raw material shall be duty free, 
and that in order to gradually reduce the tariff one industry 
may be made the dumping ground, I cite briefly some of the 
declarations of our national platforms and leaders of our party, 
showing that such legislation is emphatically repudiated. And 
these references show that it is yon, my Democratic friends, who 
are departing from the faith of the fathers, not I . 

President .Jackson, in his first inaugural address, March 4, 
18-'X.l, puts the question in these words; 

With regard to u proper selection of the subjects ot impost with a 
view to revenue, it would seem to me that the spirit of equity, caution, 
and compromise in which the Constitution was formed requires that the 
great interests of agriculture and manufactures should be equally 
favored. (Messages and Papers of the Presidents, vol. 11, p-. 437.) 

The first distinct effort to. adopt the doctrine of raw mate
r ials of manufacturers was made in the Whig act of 1842, which 
act was condemned by leading Democrats at the time it was 
passed and resulted in the overthrow of the Whig Party anc1 
the passage of the act ()f 1846, variously called the Polk tariff 
and the Walker Act. 

In speaking of the act of 1842, l\fr. Calhoun said : 
An examination of this bill will show that there• is not an article 

manufactured in the country, nor one which might come into compe
tition with one that is, which is not subject to high protective duties. 

0 * * 0 *-
To this may be added that there is not a raw material scareely on 

which ·manufacturer operate or any material which is necessary to the 
process of manufacturing which is not admitted free or subject to 11 
very light one. · 

0 0 * 0 0 * 
The bill, in short, is framed throu"'l:.out with the greatest art and 

skill to ex.empt as far as possible one 'branch of industry from all bur
dens and shackles and to subject the other exclusively to them ; and 
well may our political opponents raise their heads amidst their many 
d&feats and exult at beholding a favorite measure-one above all 
others indispensable to their entire system of policy-about to be 
consummated. 

The first Democratic national platform that was adopted by 
the national convention was in 1840, at Baltimore-, l\Id., on May 
5, and I quote Yerbatim from the platform: 

4. Resol,,;ed, That justice and · sound polky forbid the Federal Govern
ment to foster one branch of industry to the detriment of another, or 
to cherish the interests of one portion to the injury of another portion 
of our common country; that every citizen and every section of the 
country has a right to demand and insist upon an equality of rights 
and privileges. "' * * 

5. Resol1'ed, · 'I.'hat it is the duty of every branch of the Government 
to enforce and practice the most rigid economy in conducting our public 
affairs, and that no more revenue ought to be raised than is required to 
defray the necessary expenses. of the Government. 

And I emphasize the fact that the identical language ver
batim et literatim was repeated in the Democratic platforms of 
1844, 1848, 1 52, and 1856. 

Tl.le Whig platform adopted in Baltimore in l\Iay, 1844, favored 
"A tariff for re.enue- t0> defray the necessary expenses of the 
Go1ernment, and discriminating with special reference to the 
protection of the domestic lubor of the country." 

Upon this issue the Democrat& elected James K. Polk as 
President in 1844. The first President elected after the first 
Democratic platform evel! was made. Polk brought to the 
Presidency the widest experience on the tariff that any Demo
cratic President ha~ad before or since the war. He was 14 
years a :Member of this House, was 4 years Speaker of this 
House, was on the Ways and leans Committee, and he wrote 
more as President on the tariff than any other President has 
written, and I shall quote from bis mes ages at considerable 
length for these reasons and the additional reason that he con
strued the first Democratic ·national platform that ever was 
made. 

In his inaugural address March 4, 1845, among other things, 
he said: 

The incidental protection afford~d to our home interests by discrimi~ 
nations within the revenue range, it is believed, will be ample. In ma.k
ing discriminations all our borne interests should as far as practicable 
be equally p1·otected. 'l?ie largest portion of our people at·e agricultu
rists. Others are employed in, manufactu1·es, commerce, 1wvigation> and 

the mee_ha't'-i.C ai·ts, They- '!"e all e1iJ;aged in t11eir respective pursuits, 
and thew-Joint iab&i·s constitute the national o.r home industry. To ta~ 
on~ l>ranch of this home industry /01· the benefit of a11othe1· would be 
un1ust. No one of these interests can riglltfully clai111, an advantage 
over the otlzers 01· to be enriched by impoverishing the others. AU are 
equally entitled to the fostc1-ing care and protection of the Government. 

Let us pause a moment and ask ourselves what was meant 
by President James l{. Polk when he said. : 

The tePm " protection to domestic industry " is of popular import, but 
it should apply under a just system to all the various branches of 
industry in our country. The farmer or planter who toils yearly in his 
fields. is engaged in domestic industry, and he is as much entitled to 
have his labor protected us others. 

Agafa, what did Andrew Jackson mean when he said: 
The agricultural interest of our country is so essentially: connected 

with every other, and is so superior in importance to them all. that it is 
scarcely necessary to invite to it your attention. • * • The general 
rule to apply in graduating duties upon articles of foreign growth or 
manufacture is that it will place our own in fair competition with 
those of other countries. "' • . * 

And what did the Democratic platform of 1888 meuu when it 
said~ 

Our established domestic industries and enterprises should not and 
need not be endangered by the reduction and correction of the burdens 
oi taxation. On the contrary, a fair and careful revision of our tax 
laws, with due allowance for the difference between the wages of Ameri
can and foreign labor, must promote and encourage every branch of 
such industries and enterprises by giving them assurance of an extended 
market and steady and continuous operations, 

And that of 1896, which was equally impressive in its enuncia
tion: 

The duties to be so adjusted as to operate equally throughout the 
country and not distinguish between class or section. 

And then in 1904, when it declared that such duties should be
so levied as not to discriminate against any industry, class-, or section, 
to the end that the burden of taxation shall be distributed as equally as 
possible. 

Now, my Democratic friends, let me ask you in all earnest
ness. in view of these plain, positive, and unequivocal utterances 
of the great minds of our party, what possible defense can you 
urge to the people of this country for your undisguised purpose 
to sh'ike down at a single blow one of our greatest industrie , 
in which over a million people are directly interested? As I 
have before indicated, it is not seriously claimed that under 
this present bill the American sheep grower will be afforded 
fair competition with the foreign grower; and I a:ffu'm that by 
no possible process of analysis is such a demonstration possible. 

I am sorry I was not searched more thoroughly during this 
debate for further information to impart to you concerning 
this important industry, and especially wit}l reference to the 
pecuniary situation of the woolgrowers of this country, and, 
at the expense oi' repeating what I said on this floor at the last 
sessi-0n of Congress. I conclude by saying: 

The wool feature of this bill is incomJ?lete, inadequate, inequitable, 
and iniquitous. I reaffirm that it is unfair in its provisions and seem
ingly recklessly incon iderate of the interests of that foundation of our 
national fabric-the American farmer. 

If one can view with equanimity the situation of this forlorn flock 
master, I believe he could have witnessed without emotion the pre sing 
of the erown of thorns upon the head of the Nazarene, the stretching 
of His body on the cross the driving of each nail through Ills limbs. 
the dipping of the soldier's sponge into !l tankard of vinegar mingled 
with gull, and the putting of it to His parched and quivcrlng lips, and, 
following His last cry of agony, see delib.erateI: scrawled above His 
head the words, "This is Jesus, the king of the Jews." 

I yield, l\Ir. Chairman, to the gentleman from Rhode Island 
[Mr. O'SHAUNESBY] five- minutes of my time. 

Mr. O'SHAUNESSY. Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman 
for his generosity, but I haye been informed that at 5 o'cloci\: 
I shall be recognized ror half an hour. 

Mr. RUCKER of Colorado. The gentleman asked me for· 
time and I was willino- to yield it to him. I desire to reserye 
my fi rn minutes, then. 

The CHAIIDfAN. The gentleman from Wyoming [l\Ir. MON
DELL] is recognized fo1~ one h ur. 

l\Ir. MONDELL. Ur. Ohairman, one proposing to discuss tbe 
questions presented by the two wool bills before the Hou e at 
this time is confronted with some embarrassment, an embnn·ass
ment of riches. There is so much that might be properly said, 
the subject of the growth and manufacture of wool is so large, 
the matter presents itself in so many different ways, the indus
trie affected are so vast and so diversified, the record of the 
Demoeratic Party on the subject is so extraordinary, that one 
scarcely knows how to approach the discussion haying only a 
limited time to command. 

One yery pertinent inquiry at this time is, Does the Demo
cratic Party really want to revise the wool schedule or are 
they simply using the schedule as an asset for the coming 
presidential campaign? The gentlemen on the other side of tbe 
aisle will, of course, plead not guilty, and yet all the circum-
stances of the case convict them. · 

A little less than a year ago they introduced and, under cau
cus dictation, passed through the House a facsimile of the bill 



1912.. OONGRESSION AL REOORD-=-HOUSE. 

they now present. That rbill was ·amended 1in the Sena:te PY :n ; wool imported scomed, and amounting to nbout 36 per. cent ad 
.general Iner.ease ·m rates, and ithen came from conference a , -valorem on present •fareign cost-as measuring tha average differ
hybTid, which the President very properly vetoed. In his ve.to ence in cost of producing wool at home and abroad, as shown by 
message the President :made it pla:in that he would sign no · :the Ta-riff ·Board, but it must be !borne in mind that any rate 
-wool bill that did IIlot •carry rates which would afford adequate · b.ased on aTerages may leave a considerable portion of the prod-
-protection to American woolgrowing and woolen-manufactnring nct :without adeqrurte protection; =.and the portion of our national 
industries. wool clip thus left 'Somewhat in jeopardy is the portion which 

The unanimous report of the rr'aiiff Boa:rd on woolgrowing coones 1largely from t11e region which I represent. Furthermore, 
and woolen .manufacture is now before us. It is thorough and the Tariff Boa.rd did not take into considei·ation at all certain 
complete. No one exc..ept ·the apologists 10f the Democratic ibill factors of ·cost which are of Tital importance.. .J\Iost important 
has ventured to question the :finding of the board as .to -facts, : in these are the differences in interest charges and in the cost 
.and the report clearly shows that :the bill .presented by ·the of transporting wool to market. To reasonably cover the dif
Democratic majority will not :adequa:tely protect our industries. ferences in these items of cost in the case of the so-called 
In fact, it shows plainly th.at their bill will .give 'Such rm ·ad- territorial wools, it woula be necessary, in my opinion, to in
ivantage to the foreign competitors of our peop1e as to clestroy ·crease the rrate .on class 1 wool "at least 2 cents above -the rate 
our industries. As the President will not sign such a bill, it contained ·fn this bill. 
iB clear that the measure is not presented with the expectation Furthermore, the boud does not take into consideration in
that it will be enacted into law, and therefore the only pur- vestments in lands, and we know that in the region from which 
IJOSe it can serve is to tkeep alive the agitation over Schedule K. .our sharp_est competition comes-Australia-the woolgrowers 

In striking contrast to the Democratic position is tha.t of the have -practically no in-vestments .in land, whereas all American 
.Republicans of the House and i:hose engaged in the industries woolgrowers, those who 1produce the coarse mutton sheep and 
affected. At no time has our party desired, or the industries those who produce the tei:ritorial -wools, have a 1arge and, in 
affected expected, tariff .rates higner than are necessary to the case of the latter., a ·constantly increasing investment in 
enable American producers and manufacturers w..hile :paying lands; and if this difference in investment were taken into con
American rates of wages to .maintain their inc1ustries against Bidm:atlon it would, in my opinion, necessitate a higher rate 
foreign competition. than 'the bill carries. And yet, as I said, I think the rate in the 

Three years of constant ta.riff· :agitation has been ;vastly bill fairly measures the difference as set out by the Tatiff 
harmful to the wool producers and woolen manufacturers alike. Board. 
The wool producer has found his markets ;uncertain and his Let us consider for a moment ·some of the items of difference 
.prices unsatisfactory. The manufacturer, 1buying his wool from rin the cost of wool production at home and in some of the com
hand to mouth, has been facing a curtailed .and timid .market, peting regions. I have some data compiled by the secretary ~ 
and both have suffered severe loss without any corresponding the National Woolgrowers' Association from the report of the 
(gain to the users of woolen goods. Tariff Board. The following is given as the comparative labor 

In this ·condition both the wool raiser and those who :use cost to raise and lumdle a sheep : · 
his product are anxious to have the matter settled, and, rather .Average labor 1 cost per sheep. 
than illrve the present condition continue, are willing to accept United States---------~--------------------------------- $0. £2 
a taTiff rate which holds any reasonable promise of :allowing South . 4-mei:ica-------------------------------~------ · 23 

'them ~o c~ntinue ~ ~siness.. . . . A1!;~~1~~b~;-~~~t-~;;-;h;;~-d~-e-;;~t~~l~d-;th-;~~~t-~f-sh~a~~ 
Our party has, m its national .platform, laid down a :fau ing and the board finds that the labor cost of shearin(7 ·s as 

and ·reasonable ·measure of J)l'Otection, and now that we have follo s, 0 1 

the facts from a fair and unbiased and unprejudiced .:Source, w · Labor cost shearing, per sheep. 

~~asS::\h~ea~~~n:f ~ :!~ ~l~r~:~roir~\ec~~e·s= ~~~~i~=_e_s_:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: $0: 8~~ 
abroad" ; and on 'that .measure 10f :protection we are prepaxed t~~ ~~~~-::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=::::=:::::::::.::::::::::::== : 8~ 
to go i:o ·the country, confident that the .Alperican -people -do 
not desire and will not sanction the transfer .of our wool- In ·order that ·the relative importance of this item of labor in 
growing and woolen-manufacturing industries to :foTeign shores. the e:q}ense of ·sheep husbandry may be fully appreciated, we 

The DelDocrats present a bill which, by placing an ad valo:rem submit a table showing the total labor cost, including shearing, 
Tate of only 20 per cent of the foreign value on imported wool, of handling 52,000,00-0 sheep, or the full number in the United 
·;will reduce the Talue of every pound of wool grown on Amer- ·States. 
ican f.arms and ·prohibit the growing of ·all wools of .the .finer Total labor cost, including shearing, of handling M.,000,000 sheep. 
grades, a bill which carries such low rates on manufactures of United States--------------------------------------- $47, 580, ooo 
wool as to close American mills and thus deprive the few South America. ----------------------------------- 15, 080, ooo 
.growers of coarse wools who might .survive of a market for .Australia----------------------------------------- 7, 280, ooo 
their -product. In the matter of feed it should be remembered that the Tariff 

The Republicans present a bill based .on a Teport .of the 'T.ariff Board fixes the value of feed at the cost of production and not 
Board, but with rates placed at the very lowest -protective at its market price, and therefore there is no profit whatever in 
point; so low indeed as -to leave the growers of :fine merino the feed that the sheep consume. 
wools and the makers of :fine woolens dangerously near the Cost to feed si,000,000 sheep one year. 

line of destructive foreign competition; and yet a bill under United states -------------------------------------- $23, 400, ooo 
·which it is hoped our wool and woolen industries can survive South America 18 200 ooo 
and, in the absence of tariff agitation, prosper. .As between Australia. _____ :::::::::::::::::::::::::=:::::::::::::=::::::::::_::::::::.:::.::::::.::: ~ mo; ooo 
these two measures-the one brutally destructive, the other but Then we come to taxes. The wools with which our fine wools 
barely protective-no one but those who are willing to .raise compete are, most of them, produced in a spaTsely settled re
the black flag of piracy against American .farmers, -ranchm.en, ·gion having a cheap government and therefore low rates of 
and manufacturers ca~ hesit~e. , taxation. ..All our Territorial wools are grown now in regions 

l\fy first duty o.n this floor is to those who sent me ~ere, the . where, though. there are very considerable areas that are very 
t~ns. of thousa~ds of men and wo~ whose ~ccumulabons of a thinly settled, they are surrounded by and interspersed with 
lifetin:e ·Of toil and struggle are mvested m the sheep .and i:h.ickly settled ·communities, communities that maintain schools 
,wool mdus~, and the. ot?er thousands who ar~ largely de- ·and all of the agencies .of government, and where the burden 
·.penden~ directly and· mdirectly, on the prosperity of those of taxation, by reason of the small amount of real est.ate that is 
mdustries; <but -they would not e~ect me to aSk for them or taxable is comparatively high. The rate of faxation per sheep 
ion their behalf .any ·opportunities 'the pursuit of which would is ,give~ .as follows : 
not be useful, helpful, and beneficial to the countl'Y at large. Taa:es per sheep. 
They believe and know that in the lo~g run the destruction of Tintted States ----.J------------------------------------ $0. 05 
the industry in which they and many others throughout the ~outh America ----------------------------------------- · 04 
land are engaged would ·be nothing -short o"'f a national calamity, .:A:nstralia------------------:----------------------:-- · 0~5 
and so .believing, they do not expect to .appeal in vain for such Mr. LONGWORTH. What is the av-erage rate of mterest m 
protection as will ·enable the industry ·to •exist .and ;prosper. youMr 'StMatOeND? ELL Th f . t 

r. . e aver.age rate o 'ln erest! 
DIFFERENCES rn cosT. Mr. LONGWORTH. Yes. 

I shall supp-0rt the Republican bill :not because I thlnk all its ' Mr. MONDELL. The gentleman from Colorado [Mr.. 
rates are safely i>rotective, but because I believe it is the best RuoKEB] I think stated it quite accurately a few moments ago. 
measure of protection obtainable. I do not question the approx!- It depends at this time very much upon a man's indorser. A. 
mate accuracy of the .rate fixed on ·wool-18 cents per pound on ·fair or low -rate of interest tin ·our region is S •per ~ent. 
:the scoured content of .imj)orted .fleeces 'Or '19 ·cents per :paund on . Mr. I.IO~GWORTH. A low ratei 
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l\lr. MOJ\TDELL. Yes. In good times some of our sheepmen 
secure funds for Jess than 8 per cent. The average sheepman, I 
think-the small sheepman-pays more frequently about 10 pe"t" 
cent, and in times like this he is \ery glad indeed to get money at 
almost any rate. The gentleman from Ohio understands that 
just now we n.re passing through perhaps the most trying cli
matic experience that the territorial wool industry has ever 
known. We can not cure that with a tariff. It is not the fault 
of the tariff. Tariff agitation, which has reduced prices, has, 
however, intensified the hard conditions, and the passage of tbe 
Republican bill would help and hearten our people. It may be 
the fault of the Democratic House. I would not be at all sur
prised if it were a dispensation of Providence on that account. 
But we have had two exceedingly dry years. Winter before 
last was very severe. The winter a year ago was mild, but the 
past winter, which has lingered long, but is now happily pass
ing away, has been, perhaps, the worst in the history of the 
Rocky Mountain country. 

The Tariff Board has fixed the loss per annum of American 
sheep at 3 per cent. It seems to me that is quite low under any 
circumstances. The a\erage loss to the flocks in my State in 
the past year has been, in my opinion, not much less than 20 per 
cent. I think that is a conservative statement. I hope it is Jess, 
but there are many who make it more. We can not provide by 
tariffs :for losses of that kind. We do not expect any such pro
vision. But I simply mention that to show the difficulties "Under 
wllich we labor in the production of our territorial wools. We 
meet a winter climate of a severity unknown in Australia or 
New Zealand ; that is, our winters are much more severe, and 
then occasionally we suffer very nearly as badly as Australia 
does from severe droughts, although we have never had as 
severe a drought over so large an area as Australia has had 
(lllCC or twice in her history. 

In addition · to that, we suffer in the Rocky Mountain and 
plains country from losses by predatory wild animals, a cause 
from which the loss in Australia and New Zealand is very small 
indeed. These can not be measured in the differences of cost 
in a report of a Tariff Board, but yet they are all handicaps, 
making difficult the carrying on of the industry in that country. 

The table I presented gives the taxes per head of sheep in 
the United States as 5 cents, 4 cents per head· in South America, 
and 2! cents in Australia. The 5 cents per head, given for the 
'entire United States, is less than the average rate of taxes in 
my State for the last two or three years, based upon the invest
ment carried with each sheep. 

On this basis the taxes in the United States on 52,000,000 
sheep would be $2,600,000, in South America $2,080,000, in Aus
tralia $1,300,000. 

And so this increased cost runs all tlle ·way tl:rrough, not only 
on items included in the repo.rt of the Tariff Board, but in 
others not taken into consideration by the Tariff Board at all, 
such as freight. The table which I have is as follows, and I 
hope I may have the attention of the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. 
LONGWORTH), .who, I know, is familiar with this, and I think 
it is correct : 
Freight on 1 pound. of scoured. wool from the grower's railroad. station 

to Boston. 
Western United States---------------- ---------.---------- $0. 06 
Australia----------------------------------------------- · . 03 

~~~~~n~1g~~~c~========================================== :85gg The 11 Western States reviewed by the board produced, in 
1911, 56,875,000 pounds of scoured wool, that cost in freight 
alone to market 6 cents per pound. For comparison we show 
in tlle following table what it cost the growers of these States 
to market their wool and what it would have cost the foreign 
growers in freight to market a similar quantity of scoured wool 
in Boston: 

Freight cost to mark.et 56,875,000 pounds of scoured. wool. 
11 Western States--------------------------------- $3,412,500.00 
Australia----------------------------------------- 1,706,250.00 

·~~~\~n~~:~~~~==================================== ~~~;i~+:gg 
These tables show that, in addition to the differences in cost 

indicated by the report of the Tariff Board, there are a num
ber which are not taken into consideration and which, if taken 
into consideration, would considerably increase the rates that 
would be necessary in order to be fully protective as to the 
average territorial fleece of the . country at least. And as high 
a rate at least wou1d be necessarjy for the full protection of the 
fine merino fleeces of Ohio and Michigan. 

The Republican bill is carefully and wisely drawn. It is 
perhaps the first wool tariff ever presented, all of the rates in 
which are clear and definite, with no ambiguity, no concealed 
rates. There are many most excellent things about the Repub
lican bill. The form of the wool duty is the correct one. In 
my speech last year I said that, in my opinion, our wool duties 
should be levied on the scoured content of the wool! It is the 

only fair and equitable method of adjusting duties on wool: and 
while, in my opinion, the rate carried in this bi11, as I have just 
stated, does not fully cover the difference in a \erage cost of 
production between our foreign competitors and at least onr 
western American woolgrowers, sti11 it is in such a form that 
we will get the benefit of the full amount of the duty. Of 
course, if we had the actual protection which in theory we 
have under the present law it would be very much higher than 
this bill, but we never have had a protection of 33 cents on the 
scoured pound, which on the shrinkage of western wools is 
the theory of the present law. Why we have not had it is en
tirely familiar to all those who are acquainted with the wool 
business, and it is unnecessary for me to go into it in detail. 
But with the duty assessed on the scoured content the wool
grower in the United States will receive the full benefit of the 
duty in increased price and, in my opinion, the rate carried in 
this bill, at least if we can have an end of tariff agitation, will, 
in the running of the years, bring the American woolgrower a 
fairer and more adequate protection than he has had in the 
last 10 years. 

l\!r. STEENERSON. How much has he been getting in the 
last 10 years? 

l\fr. MONDELL. There is a great diversity of opinion with 
regard to just how much protection we have been getting. There 
have been limited periods of time when, in my opinion, we diu 
not receive more than 2 -0r 3 cents for some clips of our Terri
torial wool above the price·of a like Australian wool, with" the 
duty added. 

The wool business is the most peculiar in the world. It is a 
business with regard to which it is possible, in times of tariff 
agitation and uncertainty, to press the price of the domestic 
dip down almost to a free-trade basis, and I have known of 
clips-not many, but some-being sold in my country that did 
not, in my opinion, bring more than 2 or 3 cents above a free
trade basis. 

Mr. LONGWORTH. Is not one of the reasons the fact that 
the rate of interest is so high that very often the sheep raiser 
can not afford to hold his clip for a favorable market, but must 
sell it? 

Mr. MONDELL. The gentleman understands the situation 
thoroughly. The rate of interest is high. The sheep business 
is oftentimes carried on to a considerable extent on credit. The 
buyer refuses to buy in times of agitation, but stands ready to 
pick up a clip that must be sold at a sacrifice, and under those 
conditions are ab)e to secure them at times at but little above 
a free-trade basis. 

Unfortunately that low rate is never reflected in the price 
which the ultimate consumer pays. If it was the people as a 
whole would benefit by our losses; but I doubt if the American 
people as a whole have benefited by the failure of the western 
woolgrower, the merino woolgrower, to receive the full amount he 
was expected to receive :from the rate carried in our tariff laws. 

I do not mean to say that our protection has always or gen
erally been that low. In my opinion, we had been receiving on 
an average, and when there was not too much agitation, an 
actual protection of between 7 and 8 cents on the grease pound. 
Perhaps that is a rather high estimate. · · 

Mr. GREEN of Iowa. Will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. MONDELL. Certainly. 
Mr. GREEN of Iowa. The price is quite low now, is it not? 
Mr. l\IONDEI,L. The price is quite low; not as low as it 

is sometimes and not as high as it ought to be in order to give 
us anything like the benefit of the present tariff. Our flock 
masters are offered, I am told, between 16 and 17 cents for the 
average fleece at this time. Anyone who knows about foreign 
prices knows that is not high enough to · cover the foreign cost 
of the same wool, adding the full amount of our duty. 

There is one feature of the Republican bill that I want to 
refer to briefly in passing, not in the way of criticism, but 
because, as it is true that no piece of legislation is ever abso
lutely perfect when first presented, I want to offer a suggestion 
of possible slight amendment. While I admit I may be mis
taken, I am rather inclined to think that the rate carried in 
the bill on noils and waste is rather too low, rather danger
ously low. I think the rate on tops is a little low. On the 
basis of. the wool rate in the bill, I would increase the rate on 
tops 1 or 2 cents and the rate on noils possibly more. I think 
the rate on roving waste and ring waste is pretty low. On 
carbonized and uncarbonized noils it is rather dangerously low. 
We are quite as much interested In the rafe on tops and noils 
as we are in the rate on wool, because if these rates are by 
comparison lower than the wool rates tops and noils will be 
largely imported and our actu~l protection lowered._ 

AN AMAZING DOCUME:N"T. 

Now, having said some things about our bill, I want for a 
few moments to pay some attention to the amazing document 
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which the Democrntic members of the Wnys and Means Com
roittee present with their bill. I am Tery glad, indeed, to have 
learned from the o-entlema.n from Perrnsylvania [l\Ir. DALZELL] 
that the document was not prepared by the members of the 
l!ommittee, but by some one from New York known as "The 
Professor." I am only too happy to haY-e the gentlemen re
lieved from all responsibility for it, e·rnn though they signed it, 
for I ha.Ye no personal grudge against them. In some respects 
It is the most amazing docuµient I think I ever read. As a com
bination of fiction, garbled figures, lame logic, and misstate
ment of fact, it is a gem. 

I can not believe that the 14 majority members of the Ways 
and Means Committee ever read it, for I can not conceive how 
it is possible that any intelligent man could ever read tha.-t 
precious d-0cument and put his name to it. I will guarantee 
that any intelligent .American citizen-I do not care what he 
calls 1;limself, Democrat, Republican, Socialist, or what not-that 
reads that report will say that the man who wrote it did not 
know what he was writing about, and that the men that signed 
it ought to be ashamed of themselves. [Applause on the Repub-
lican side.] · 

I wish I had the time in the few moments at my disposal to 
go over this extraordinary document and point out some of its 
peculiarities. I hope that everybody will read it. It ought to be 
widely read to illustrate the kind of document that the Demo
cratic majority will puE forth in support of its measure. A 
party that hopes to win anywhere or any time by such a garbled 
mass of misstatements certainly misjudges the intelligence of 

. the American people. [Applause on the Republican side.] 
However, that report is not \ery much more remarkable than 

the speech made by the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNDER
woon] in support of this bill. The only reason why practically 
every statement that he made will not appear in the RECORD 
as challenged is entirely due to the fact that the gentleman de
clined to allow anybody to interrupt him. Had they been given 
an opportunity gentlemen on this side would have successfully 
challenged practically every important statement made by him 
in the course Of his speech. 

How about this document? In 70 dreary pages it lays down 

an lovers of pure fiction. It contains more misinformation, 
doubling and crossing itself at more angles, thnn any work of 
un untrammeled imagination I have e\er had the pleasure of 
reading. 

After boldly misquoting the report of the Tariff Board in an 
effort to pro>e that much of the wool product of our country 
needs no protection and the bulk of it no more than the amount 
carried in their bill, they then proceed, on pages 43 and 44 of 
their report, to juggle the figures in an attempt to prove that 
the Ohio and Michigan fine merinos need so much more than 
they can hope to secUTe that there is no help for them. 

These paragraphs on the wools of the Ohio region are obscure, 
in>olved, and full of errors and inaccuracies, and yet out of it 
all are invol\ed. conclusions which flatly contradict the argu
ments and conclusions. which precede them, to wit, that the fine 
merino wo.ol of the Ohio region must have a tariff rate of 28 
or 29 cents per scoured pound, or at least 55 per cent ad valorem, 
in order to be adequately protected. Let us see how this works 
out. 

. The cost charge against the Ohio fleece, according to the 
Tariff Board, which our friends seem to accept when it serves 
their purpose to do so, is 19 cents. The cost charge against the 
Territorial fine wool, according to the Tariff Board, which they, 
also seem to accept, is 12 cents. The Territorial cost is there
fore approximately 60 per cent of the Ohio cost. If the Ohio 
wools need a rate of 28 or 29 cents on the scoured pound or 
55 per cent ad valore:m, as our Democratic friends say they do, 
then the Teritorial wools, in order to be protected, must ha>e 60 
per cent of those rates, or about 17! cents on the scoured 
pound, or 33 per cent on an ad valorem basis-very nearly the 
rates carried in the Republican bill. 

Thus we find that the Democratic report which at one point, in 
an effort to justify the Democratic bill, claims that a duty of 20 
per cent will be amply protective for the Territorial wools; at 
another point, in an -effort to discourage the Ohio and Michigan 
raisers of wool, claims that a rate of nearly twice the amomit 
carried in their bill, and almost the rate carried in the Repub· 
Hean bill, is necessary to protect th«: Territorial fleeces. 

HOW IT HAPPENED. 

and argues several propositions, as follows: First, as stated by The fact is that the Democratic majo-rity started out last year 
the gentleman from Alabama [Mi:. UNDERWOOD] yesterday, that 
"to ascertain the difference in cost of production at home and on this wool-tariff revision with the free traders in full con· 
abroad is impossible." trol and insistent on free wool ; but the clamor of wool-pro-

ducing Texas and some districts in the Ohio Valley they hoped 
Second. That if the comparative cost of production were pos- to control caused them to halt. They excused their departure 

sible of reasonably accurate ascertainment it would not furnish a from free trade in wool by the mendacious fiction of a depleted 
guide to the proper amount of duty needed for protective purposes. Treasury. In the hope of putting the President " in a hole," 

Third. That assuming it were possible to approximate the dif- as they expressed it, they accepted rates in conference which, 
ference in cost of production at home and abroad, and that according to their declarations, were unjustifiable. Their hy· 
!3Uch approximation were a proper guide in determining the brid, conceived, as they admitted, in absolute disregard of its 
amount of duty needed to insure reason.able protection, that the effects on industries, and completed, so far as they were con
researches of the board have not been such as to secure the cerned, for no other purpose than to secure political advantage, 
facts, and that th.e report is fragmentary, inaccurate, illogical, met the fate it deserved in a presidential veto. 
and based on assumption or erroneous figures. Then came the report Of the Tariff Board flatly contradicting 

The 14 majority members of the Ways and Means Committee, every ru.-gument they had made in support of th.eir bill, showing 
no one of whom can qualify as an expert on or as even being that the .American wool industry must have a very considerable 
familiar with the production, handling, or manufacture of wool, protection in order to survive and that while some of the rates 
having thus demolished the work of the experts of the Ta.riff on woolen goods·were unnecessarily high an iirte:nse competition 
Board, proceed in an involved and labored effort to prove, by among .American manufacturers kept the prices down to a. point 
the very report they have attempted to discredit, tha.t the rates which, in the majority of instances, marked almost exactly the 
fixed in their bill afford ample prothction to the industries difference in the cost of production at home and abroad. 
affected. In this condition of affairs, if we are correctly informed, con-

Evidently the incongruity of the position thus assumed never sternation reigned in the Democratic camp. The free traders 
occurred to the gentlemen who signed the report. The most had had their way with regard to the sugar schedule, even to 
charitable view we can take of the matter is that they never the certain destruction of a great industry. No doubt they in
read tlle report and therefore do not know the position they sisted that there was ever more reason why they should have 
have assumed, for in the only part of the report which bears their way in the matter of the wool tariff, for are not woolen 
any evidence of having been considered, the first two pages, it garments even more essential than sugar? On the other hand, 
is stated that the rates in the former bill, of which this is an the gentlemen on the other side who represented wool districts 
exact copy, "were fixed ·withont any reference whatever to insisted that the report of the Tariff Board made it so clear 
pi-otection." What an amazing circumstance it is that rates that the industry must be protected in order to survive that they, 
fixed a year ago without any reference to protection should now could not excuse themselves in voting for free wool, and so a 

• prove, according to the framers of those rates, to affoi-d just the compromise was struck on th-e old, discredited bill of last year. 
amount of protection needed, according to a report which the Of course, they realized how desperate was the situation 
same gentlemen declared to be "'inaccurate, erroneous, and which confronted them. They must discredit the report of the 
fragmentary" and " based on false· premises." Tariff Boa.rd in order to defend their bill from any standpoint. 

What does this all mean? It means that the gentlem~ on They must accept and exaggerate the report of the Ta.riff Board 
the other side of th-e aisle have not the courage of their con- touching certain coarse wools in the va:in hope of calming the 
victions. They are free traders masquerading under the mis- fears of growers of coarse wool in the southern and eastern pol"
.nomer of a tariff for rel"enue, and yet in defense of the very tions of the country. 
bill that was framed "without regard to its effect on indus- 1 They must accept certain figures of the Ta.rift' Board and 
tries," they attempt to screen th.emselves behind the claim discredit others in a vain attempt to prove that the Territorial 
that this bill will not be totally destructive of industries. They wools. do not require any more pTotection than the 20. per cent 
begin to bear the rumbling of the storm which will sweep their carried in their bill, and they mnst juggle and confuse and mis
free-trade camp in No\ember. quote the report of the Tari.ff Board in an effort to prove to 

Rut to return to that charming repo1·t signed b"y the majority th~ growe:rs of fine wools in Ohio, l\.Iichi"ga11, Indiana, Virginia, 
anembers of the Ways and l\feans Committee. I commend . it to · . ~nd elsewhere that, so far as they are concerned, the jig is up 
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anyway ; they can not hope or expect, even under the Re
publican bill, an adequate protection; and all the time that the 
Deruocrati_c band is playing these conflicting and discordant 
notes the free-trade bass drum is pounding away on the dom
inant note in this Democratic House, as yoiced by the gentle
m_an from Alabama in his speech on the sugar bill, that no pro
tective tariff is justifiable from a Democratic s_tandpoint, em
phasized by the notice served on the producers of fine wool 
in Ohio and elsewhere that if they can not do business under 
_free trade they had better go into some other line of industry. 

That is the best that the American farmer engaged in the 
raising of sugar cane and the raising of sugar beets, millions 

·of :them on the farms of the United States engaged in the rais
ing of sheep-that is the best they can get from a Democratic 
Congress. They virtually say to them, '~If you can not prosper 
in the business you are now in under free trade, go into some 
other business." 

l\IERINO >ERSUS COARSE-WOOL SHEEP. 

And this brings me to the consideration of a feature of the 
wool question in regard to which the Democratic majority, 
with its astounding lack of knowledge on the subject, is hope
lessly in error, and touching which some others even better 
informed seem to haYe entertained curious notions. On page 10 
of ns letter of submittal the Tariff Board states ~mong its 
findings: 

'!'bat in the States east of the Missouri River wool production ls 
incidental to general farming. Here producers, with the exception of 
certain-named districts, lay more stress upon the output of the mutton 
than of wool, and in such cases the receipts from the sale of sheep 
and lambs ord\narily cover the flock expense, leaving the wool for 
profit. 

The Democratic majority assume from this statement that 
the woolgrowers referred to need no tariff protection, and, as a 
matter of fact, in figuring the average requirement of protection, 
this has to a certain extent been assumed to be the case; but 
such is not the case by any pianner of means, and nothing in 
the report of the Tariff Board justifies such a conclusion. It 
is true that in the districts named, good markets for mutton 
being easily accessible and therefore the net receipts per pound 
relatively high. the board finds that these r~ceipts for mutton 

.ordinarily cover the flock expense, leaving the wool as a profit 
and the only profit. 

What is going to happen to this profit if you reduce the re
ceipts from that wool to a free-trade basis? The price received 
for wool under reasonable protection is sufficient to make it 
profitable to remain in the business; but reduce thai profit, 
which is the only profit, by a third or a half and the grower of 
coarse-wool sheep can no more afford to remain in business, ex
cept in certain particularly favored localities, than can the 
grower of fine-wool sheep in the West. The investment con
tinues the same; the cost of caring for and feeding the sheep is 
not reduced, and yet it is assumed that you may reduce by half 
or a third what is at present only a fair return on the invest
ment at best and still have those people continue in the .business 
of growing . sheep. There is only one way in which it could 
possibly be accomplished, and that would be through an increase 
in the price of mutton. If anybody can figure out how the 
public at large would be benefited by- shifting the profit from 
wool to mutton they are entitled to a membership on the ma
jority side of the Ways and l\Ieans Committee. [Applause on 
the Republican side.] 

A still more profound and dangerous fallacy is contained in 
the assumption that all the Ohio and Michigan and Territorial 
growers of fine wool need to do to make their business profitable 
under a lower tariff rate, or no rate at all, is to change from 
merino to cross-Ored or coarse-wool sheep. So far as the Terri
torial wools are concerned, the change is largely {!n impossible 
one, as I will point out later. If it were possible it would not 
necessarily decrease to a very considerable extent the cost ot 
wool production, for the apparent higher cost of wool production 
in those regions is not largely due to the type of sheep or class 
of wool. 

All of the regions in which the Tariff Board reports a high 
charge against the fleece are regions where a large number of 
sheep are produced. .Where there are but few sheep to the 
farm the actual cost, or apparent cost, of producing the wool 
may be negligible. Where sheep are produced in large numbers 
and become an item of importance on the farm or ranch, the 
actual cost of care and maintenance is a matter of sufficient 
importance to demand and receive attention, and the flocks, not 
being a mere incident to the general business, requiring little 
attention, consuming little but waste material, as in cases where 
there are but few on a farm, do require and receive attention, 
the cost of which is appreciated, do consume feoo, the value of 
which is known and understood. And so in the Ohio Valley 
where the flocks are of considerable size and the industry of 

large importance the animals, whatever the breed may be; must 
have the care and attention of me1i paid good wages, must have 
feed which would other1Vise be marketed, and while a change 
to crossbred sheep or to the straight, coarse-wool breeds wonlcl 
bring a larger return per animal in mutton the return in wool 
would not be increased, the amount of feed consumed per ani
mal would be increased, and the situation would not be far 
different from what it is now. 

THE TERRITORIAL WOOLS. 

On the Great Plains and in the Rocky 1\fountains, from Canada 
to Mexico, the region which produces the so-called Territorial 
wools, a shifting from the l\ferino type to the coarse-wool sheep 
is in the main impossible. In that region the great majority of 
the flocks are not under fence, but are herded on the open 
range, utilizing the mountains and high lands in the summer 
and the plains and the valleys in the winter. The merino is the 
only type of sheep that can be successfully herded in large 
bands; the coarse-wool sheep scatter hither and yon, break up 
into small bands or stray singly, thus escaping from the herders 
to wander through the hills and become the prey of predatory 
animals. Crossbreeding with the coarser-wool sheep is common. 
but there must be frequent reversions to the merino type to 
secure an animal that can be successfully herded. 

Furthermore, the merino type is by far the best adapted to 
the dry summers, cold winters, and rough mountain pastures 
of that region. In favored localities ~e coarse-wool sheep can 
be successfully grown, and crosses are and will continue to be 
common, but in the main the merino type must prevail, for we 
can not change the. climate or the topography of the country, 
and unless we radically change our land policy we can not 
have the enormous fenced pastures in the forest reserves, in 
the hills, and on the plains, such as they have in Australia and 
largely in South America. 

The ridiculous character of the Democratic suggestion, that 
in search of a wool more cheaply produced we abandoned the 
merino type, is shown when we consider that of the approxi
mately 52,000,000 of sheep in the United States in 1910, 69 per 
cent were half-bloqd merinos as abo-ve, 52 per cent being 
nearly full bloods. Even in what the board calls the fleece 
country-all the region east of· the Mississippi, and Minnesota, 
Iowa, and Missouri-the percentage of sheep of half merino 
blood and above is 31. The wool of all such sheep is of the 
merino type. The fact is that pure-bred coarse-wool sheep, 
except in breeding flocks, are rare in any part of our country. 

THE MERINO SHEEP. 

Even if we could change from the merino type in the Ohio 
Valley and in the West and grow only the coarse-wool sheep 
in this country, the change would be a national calamity and 
one everlastingly discreditable to the good sense and judgment 
of the American people. Not only does the merino type of 
sheep produce the only wool in the world that can be used in 
the manufacture of woolens, but it is essential for the · finer 
grades of worsted. American wool of merino blood grown in 
the Ohio Valley, as well as some grown in the Territorial 
regions, is the strongest fine wool in the world. Our Army and 
Navy Departments do not insist upon the use of American 
merino wool in the manufacture of cloth · for Army and Navy 
uniforms for purely patriotic reasons, but because there is no 
wool in the world that will make the cloths they need of such 
strength and wearing quality as the American merino wools. 
[Applause on the Republican side.] 

THE QUESTION CONFRONTING CS. 

The question presented at this time is after all not one of 
rates, but of policy. How long and to what extent will the 
country support a party that by its representatives in the popu
lar branch of Congress declares war on American industries? 
At the very moment that they cry that no American industry 
need fear their legislation they are proposing legislation that 
they must know and do lip.ow will cripple and destroy industries. 
The gentleman from Texas [Mr. RANDELL] warns his party 
against the poison of protection. The gentleman from North 
Carolina [Mr. KITCHIN] refers to those engaged in the wool 
industry as "mendicants," and jokes about the meager returns 
they have been receiving, as shown by the report of the Tariff 
Board. The gentleman from Alabama says that no industry in 
this country has any claim to tariff protection. Surely such 
utterances as these and the legislation which is proposed makes 
it clear that no man whose industry needs protection, no man 
who believes in the policy of protection, even in its mildest form, 
has anything to hope for from the Democratic Party. 

One after another they present their tariff bills. Each one 
proposes deadly breaches in our tariff walls. Each proposes to 
transfer to foreign shores a portion of our industries. Each 
would, if enacted ·into law, deprive large numbers of our people 
of employment. Taken together, they would take us back to 
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.the condition we experienced under the Wilson bill, when no 
industry but ·tbe soup house flourished. No one had profitabde 
and steady employment but the sheriff and the auctioneer. 
Will the American people stand for it? I think not. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Rhode Island [Mr. 
O'SHAUNESSY] is recognized for 25 minutes. 

Mr. O'SHAUNESSY. Mr. Chairman, by some sort of incan
tation or wizardry or magic a large number of the people of the 
United States were led for many years to believe that a pro
tective tariff gaxe an increased price to the manufacturer who 
sold the goods and at the same time a low price to the consumer 
who bought them. This paradoxical tariff problem was enough 
to give any man a brain paralysis, and the people, in contem
plating that problem, made more complex by the intricacies of 
the Payne-Aldrich tariff, engaged in the revolt which has 
brought about the great change in this House. Specious argu
ments fell at le:q.gth before the awakened consciousness of the 
American people-that they were paying dearly for the benefit 
of the fayored few. 

I want to say to my friends on the other side that, coming 
from Rhode Island, which is a veritable hive of industry, I 
believe in protection [applause on the Republican side] ; but. 
lest my friends on the Democratic side should for a moment 
think I am getting off the reservation, let me assure them that 
I believe in protection to the American consumer. [Applause 
on the Democratic side.] And, Mr. Chairman. I believe that 
the manufacturers have had more protection than they needed 
and that it is now ample time for Congress to pay attention to 
the needs of the millions of consumers instead of the century-
fattened interests. , 

We have been told repeatedly that we were absolutely igno
rant if we challenged the statement that the tariff tax was not 
paid by the consumer, and if we denied that it came from high 
·heaven itself-this protection theory-we were charged with 
dereliction in patriotic duty. The people now Jmow that the 
need for this Tariff Board, of which we have heard so much, 
wa.s not discovered by the Republican Party until the expressed 
verdict at the polls by the people showed that they wanted the 
tariff to be revised downward in their ·favor. Then we were 
treated to the suggestion of a Tariff Board cunningly calculated 
to act as a stay of execution of the popular mandate and the 
popular judgment. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

We owe the present tariff largely to the Senator from my 
State-now the ex-Senator-to Senator Aldrich and "his lan
guid disciples of the Finance Committee," who, in framing 
their tariff bill, listened to the claims and to the entreaties of 
the manufacturers of this country and paid but little heed to 
the needs and the necessities :ind the demands of the people. 
'\Vhat shall we say in condemnation of the Payne-Aldrich tariff 
bill if, contemplating what was said of the Dingley bill by a 
~hiladelphia manufacturer, "We have paid for it, and it is 
ours," we consider its even more· indefensible· character? If 
they paid for the Dingley bill, they must have doubly paid for 
the Payne-Aldrich tariff bill. 

The Republican Party is facing a situation which was prophe
sied by a man for whose memory I have the highest respect
one of those insurgent RepublH:~ans whose conception of duty to 
the public interest was as high as heaven itself-Senator Dolli
ver; and he warned the Rep.ublican Party of the coming storm 
when he said: 

If you want a tariff agitation to begin the moment this bill is made a 
law you have pursued a wise and proper course. 

He further said on August 5, 1909 : 
I have but a few more years in this world. I sometimes have been 

williTlg to deceive myself for the sake of the comfort which comes from 
the society and the good wlll of others ; but I do not propose now to 
become a party to a petty swindle of the American people without tell
ing them the truth and without appealing to their good will and their 
confidence in the integrity of my motives. 

And '"'hen the Dingley rates were raised, another Republican 
Senator, also of the insurgent stripe, said: 

They are endeavoring to make billionaires of millionaires. 

[Applause on the Democratic side.] 
And now w'e have the spectacle of the Republican Party mak

·ing a bold attempt to hoodwink the people by the report of a 
spineless and powerless Tariff Board. Speaking of this woolen 
Schedule K. I can only say that they drew the wool over the 
eyes of the people, but when the people listened to the en
lightened reasoning and the appealing force of the Democratic. 
Party, the wool was quickly lifted, and that lifting resulted in 
the great change in this House, now dominated by the Demo
cratic Party earnestly endeavoring to do delayed justice to the 
consumer, and not forgetful of the legitimate needs of our 
manufacturers. 

What need was there for a Tariff Board to inform Congress 
that the tariff rate of 91 per cent on cheap cotton stockings, 100 

per cent on cotton underwear, 78 per cent on sugar. 136 per cent 
on woolen blankets, 154 per cent on women's dress goods, 121 
per cent on flannels, 96 per cent on shawls, and rates in like 
proportion on other necessaries were too high and should be 
reduced at once? The Republican plan has con:Ipelled the 
masses of the ' American people to go through another winter, 
awaiting the pleasure of this board, before even getting a 
promise of reduction of these unconscionable rates. 

And the percentage which labor recei\es upon . the gross 
pr9duct in the textile industry is 19.5 per cent ! 

The financial loss to the people has been $50,000,000 by rea,son 
of Republican delay through its Tariff Board. The President 
had his opportunity to giYe the people relief; they cried out for 
cheaper clothing and food; he gave them veto messages and 
subtle disquisitions on tariff commissions. 

Speaking of the profit made for the manufacturer through the 
instrumentality of this Payne-Aldrich tariff, and especially of 
this infamous Schedule K, characterized by the President as in
defensible, if it were the profits of the woolen manufacturers 
that alone were at stake, the American people could take care 
of these at a much smaller cost than the present tariff imposes 
on them. If the woolen duties were removed altogether. the 
American people could afford to pay the American woolen man
ufacturers every year a sum equal to their annual profits, and 
then would saye tens of millions of dollars as compared with 
what the woolen tariff is now costing them. The schedule is 
based on a He. Here is Senator LA FoLLETTE's proof of this 
statement, taken from his speech in the Senate on July 26, 1911 : 

Now, Mr. President, wben the manufacturer and the grower came 
together in agreement, and when Schedule K was first constructed
right at the very outset they ag..:eed upon a false standard by which to 
measure compensatory duties. · 

The manufacturers persuaded the Congress that adopted that scheme 
of legislation that it took 2~ pounds of wool in the · grease to make a 
pound of yarn worth not to exceed 30 cents per pound. That is false. 
That is not true.. We know to-day, if we have cared to look into it, that 
on the average it does not take to exceed a pound and a half of wool in 
the grease to make a pound of yarn worth not to exceed 30 cents per 
pound. They had that false basis incorporated in the law; it was 
made ·a part of the statute, that yarn worth 30 cents a pound or less 
should take a compensatory duty equal to the duty on 2~ pounds of 
first-class wool. That means it will take a duty, when cumputed on 
the 11-cent-a-pound basis, of 27~ cents. They persuaded the Ways 
and Means Committee to believe that it took 2~ pounds of that kind of 
grease wool, which paid a duty of 11 cents a pound, to make a pound 
of yarn of the 30-cent-per-pound grade. It does not. That falsehood, 
Mr. President, was written into the law, and we have been paying 
duties on that false basis ever since. 

Now, what does it take? Decisions of the Treasury Department on 
drawback propositions show that on the average it takes a pound and a 
llalf of wool in the grease of the first class to make a pound of yarn 
worth 30 cents per pound. 

This "compensatory" duty, therefore, of 27~ cents per pound . gives 
an excess compensatory duty of 11 cents on every single pound of yarn 
valued at 30 cents-in other words, that duty of 27! cents levied on 
all yar.n worth 30 cents or less per pound, on the theory that it takes 
2~ pounds of wool in the grease to make it, gives -an advantage to the 
wool manufacturer of this country of 11 cents on every pound of that 
grade of yarn, which, figured on an ad valorem basis, shows the duty 
to be 40 per cent in excess of what actually measures the difference in 
the cost of raw material. Then, in addition to that, they secured the 
protective duty that they contended was necessary to measure the 
~~~~t~le~~ in the cost of production in this and competing foreign 

Coming from Rhode Island, I am pleased to speak upon this 
subject, because down there. we have an organization known 
as the '.rariff . Publicity League, which sprang up into very 
active being in our last gubernatorial campaign. E'Very dead 
wall and every fence in the State of Rhode Island, and the morn
ing and evening editions of the newspapers, were plastered 
with its advertisements, hurling anathemas upon Osc.A.R W. 
UNDERWOOD, and of course consigning me to perdition because 
l was one of his humble followers. They were \ery bold in their 
advertisements. but they were cowardly enough never to dis
close their names or their identities. They covered the State 
with these advertisements, working on the fears of the people 
employed in the mills, and saying that such and such a mill 
would close if the Underwood bill should pass; that such and 
such a mill was tottering to its very foundations, simply because 
Mr. UNDERWOOD had introduced the bill. 

Now, I had occasion to go down into one of the mm towns 
in Rhode Island, and I asked t:he people in that town, "What 
about this mill • whose owner says it has closed by virtue of 
the agitation started by the Underwood -bill?" The informa
tion was handed back to me that that l'ery miJI had been closed 
for two long years. [Applause on the Democratic side.] 

They advertised the fact that some Central Falls mill closed 
for tariff reasons, and I discovered the fact that it was never 
closed for tariff reasons, but that it was closed on account of 
worn-out machinery. I do not believe any tariff "tax should be 
substituted for w<>rn-out machinery in order to make a mill run 
and in order to make it pay. [Applause on the Democrntic side.] 

It is profitable at this time to consider that out of the 90,-
000,000 people in the United . States at the time of the passage 
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of the Payne-AJdrich tariff bi11 there were only 5 per cent di
rectly interested financially in maintaining the exorbitant tariff 
on woolen goods, and of those 5 per cent perhaps less than 1 
per cent got 95 per cent of the spoils. And yet every citizen 
must ha\e" woolen garments and blankets. Thus it is that the 
vast majority of the people pay tribute to the syndicate of 
greed, and this iniquitous trust which forces shoddy upon the 
workers of our land instead of good woolen cloth has caused 
to be added to the silent occupants of our cemete1·ies thousands 
of victims~ 
~ Rhode Island we have an abundance of child labor, and 

U a mun will study the Rhode Island statistics he will learn 
liOme interesting things. These statistics are gotten up by Re
publicans, and no Democrat has llad, or perhaps ever will ha>e, 
n -chance to participate in the making of them, owing to the 
nrchaic constitution of Rhode Island and its rotten borough 
system which denies representati\e government to the people. 

When these statistics are studied, we find an absence of the 
"Vaunted prosperity of which we hear so much. Would that we 
had an abundance of prosperity. I would like to see Rhode 
Island overflowing with milk and honey by reason of this 
protective tariff, but it is not. I want to call your attention to 
these facts : In the industrial statistics of Rhode Island for 
1908, compiled entirely by Republican hands, and therefore the 
more to be quoted by Democrats, we note the wages paid in the 
textile industries to be $8 to $9 a week for men in cotton goods; 
$!:> to $10 a week in cotton small wares; $8 to $9 a week in 
dyeing and .finishing textiles; $11 to $12 a week in hosiery und 
knit goods; $9 to $10 a week in silk and silk goods; and $10 to 
$11 a week in worsted and woolen goods. 

In those same statistics are more significant columns which 
tell the story of how the people of Rhode Island, working in the 
mills, are able to keep body and soul together. It is a sordid 
story. It is a story that appeals to human sympathy. It is a 
story that makes us feel that there ought to be some remedy, 
and some way by which the .American workin.,,,"1llan, seeking to 
keep his family in comfort, seeking to provide for them the 
·ordinary necessities of life, should not be compelled to drirn his 
wife into · the mill and to drirn his child into the mill. [Ap
plause on the Democratic side.] 

But those stati tics tell the story. They tell it more elo
quently than any man could tell ft. They tell the story of how 
the women recetre $6 to $7 a week and the little children $3 to 
$4 a week in the mill. In a further investigation, conducted in 
November and December, 1910, by Republican officials, it was 
found that the wages paid were absolutely unsuited to proper 
family support unless other~embers of the family assisted the 
chief breadwinner. It was shown that a large number of fami
lies containing more than three persons are living on less than 
$10 a week, and that the much-vaunted prosperity of New Eng
land mill operuti>es is made up, not by decent wages paid to 
any one individual, but by the combined earning capacity of 
practically the entire household who have come to the age where 
they are able to work. I belieTe that the average wage is about 
$409 a year, and some one in Rhode Island challenged me one 
night and said, "Is not that a decent wage for an .American 
workingman? What would you have him receive? See what 
he does with his money and how ·he builds homes." And when 
I figured out that $4.09 a year was $7.80 a week, I concluded 
that if they had built homes they must have been made a pres
ent of the lumber. 

I will here incorporate in my remarks the tables sustaining 
what I have said. These ta51es are taken from the Twenty
second Annual Report of the Commissioner of Industrial Statis
tic~, •pages 376 and 377, made to the Rhode Island General .As
sembly at its January session in 1909: 
Number of wage ear11e1·s a1td average weekly earni11gs of men, women, 

and children. 

All wage earners. Men. 

Num- Per Aver- Num- Per Aver-
berin cent age ber in cent 

w:e~y of all 
~- of all weekly Tedi- men wage earn- wage earn-
wedr. earners. ings. week. earners. ings. 

------------
Textiles. 

Dollars. Dollars. 
Cotton goods ......... ........... 25, 698 20.4 7to 8 12,010 15.0 8 to 9 
Cotton small wares .. . ..... ~ ..... . 3,146 2.5 7to 8 986 1.2 9to10 
Dyeing and fi.nishlng textiles . ... 11,048 8.8 7 to 8 7,221 9.0 8to 9 
Hosiery and knit gqods .......... 2,031 1.6 7to8 • 4S6 .6 11to12 
Silk and silk goods ...... . ....... 1,550 1.2 7 to8 666 . 8 9to10 
Woolen and worsted goods ...... 25, 757 20.5 Sto 9 13, 181 16.5 10to11 

Number of wage ea-rners and a,,;erage weekly earnings of men, u;ome~ 
and children-Continued. 

Women. Children. 

Per Per 
Num- A•er- Num- cent Aver-
ber in cent age her in of all age ofall 
SK!~i- women weekly speci- chil- weekly 

earn- fied dren earn-
week. wage ings. week. wage ings. earners. earnei:s. 

------------
Dollars. Dollars. 

Cotton goods ................. ·-- 11,655 29.3 6 to 7 2,033 34.0 3 to~ 
Cotton small wares .... _ ......... 1,962 4. 9 7 to 8 198 3. 3 4to5 
Dyeing and finishing textiles .... 3,257 8.2 6 to 7 570 9.5 4to5 
Hosiery and knit goods .......... 1,439 3. 6 6 to7 106 1.8 4to 5 
Silk and silk goods ............... 829 2.1 7 to 8 55 .9 4to5 
Woolen and worsted goods ....... 10,666 26.9 7 to 8 1,910 31.9 3 to4 

Considering tariff commissions, it is well to consider the 
Tariff Commission of 1883 and its work. This Tariff Commis
sion of 1883 tra>eled 7,000 miles, visited 29 cities, examined 
more than 600 witnesses, tdok 2,625 pages of testimony, and 
then i·ecommended a reduction of tariff duties of from 20 per 
cent to 25 per cent. Of course, their recommendations were 
disregarded, and in the tariff bill that was subsequently framed 
there was a substitution of specific for ad valorem rate , and 
the revision was so cunningly performed that ih the end higher 
duties were enacted than had been in the old tariff bill. After 
the labors of the commission and the work of the Finance Com
mittee in considering the bill based on their recommendations, 
the cotton manufacturers appeared before the committee and 
told them what they wanted, and their orders were obeyed. 
That brings me to the consideration of the present Tariff Com
missiDn, whose existence hangs by a very slender thread. A 
few lines in the Payne-Aldrich tariff law are responsible for its 
existence. The commissioners are personally appointed by the 
President, and answer to him and not to Congress. 

Now, I want to call your attention to what the chairman of 
this board ::::aid at a banquet in New York on the 8th of Decem
ber, 1910. This information I get from the Worcester Evening 
Post of September 1, 1911. I think it is well worth listening to. 
On this occasion Chairman Emery said : 

There are certain things that are very difficult to get, and one thing 
that according to the platform of the Republican Party-and inciden
tally that does not mean anything to me except that I have been given 
the job according to that platform-is to try to get the cost of produc
tion. I thank you all, gentlemen, that you did not laugh. [Laughter.] 
I frankly l;'ay right here tllat this idea of settling things on cost alone 
by any mathematical or algebraical or geometric ratio or problem or 
theory is all nonsense. You must not think I am joking about 1.his 
thing, but there is a joke about it, and the joke is this: I have no 
power whatsoever. The Taritr Board has no power. There is really no 
such thin~ as a Tariff Board. The Jaw says that for certain purposes 
the President may employ such persons as he sees fit. I am one of such 
persons. That is all. 

This is the Tariff Board that had no right, no power, no au
thority to go into the factories and get the information in the 
way that it ought to be obtained: What credence is to be placed 
in the statement of a manufacturer who, listening to the 
humble petition of the Tariff Bo.ard commissi9ner, gives him 
some off-hand information? That manufacturer ought to be 
put under oath, and every book in the establishment ought to 
be open to the careful examination of the tariff commissioners, 
and under this Jaw no such thing was done. And a real tariff 
commission would inquire about wages, and the capital stock, 
and the dividends paid, and the water in the stock, the 
dividends on which were being ground out -0f the souls and 
bodies of underpaid men, anemic women, and starving chil
dren. 

I waiit to introduce at this time a succinct history of Schedule 
K. Here it is : · 
[Revised and reprinted from Worcester Evening Post, Sept. 1, 1911.] 

A HISTORY OF SCHEDULE K. 

April, 1866: The woolgrowers and wool manufacturers meet at Wash
ington, D. C., nnd recommend to Congress a tariff on wool and wool 
goods. ·· 

March 2, 1867: A Republican Congress passes a woolen tarur law 
substantially the same as that recommended the year before by the wool
growers and manufacturers. 

J"anuary, 1880 : Agitation for a revision of the tariff. The National 
· Woolgrowers' Association opposes any change in Schedule K, but favors 
a tarur commission. _ 

Feb1·uary, 1880: The president and secretary of the National Asso
ciation of Wool Manufacturers interview the President of the United 
States and obtain assurances as to the personnel of the new tariff com
mission . 

March 1880: The National Association of Wool Manufacturers r.gc
ommends the passage of the tarlff-c-0mmission bill without amendment. 
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July, 1880: The Natl9nal Association of Wool Manufacturers circu

lates among manufacturers a petition which says : 
" That the manufacturer should have a protective duty sufficient to 

ofl'set the high cost of labor, interest, and taxes; that the present tariO: 
(Schedule K) should continue until special and minute information 
from experts shall indicate the changes that can safely be made; that 
the best method of obtaining the required information is through the 
Eaton Tariff Commission." • 

May 15, 1882 : A tariff commission authorized by act of Congress. 
May, 1882: .John L. Hayes, secretary of the National Association of 

Wool Manufacturers, appointei:l president of the Tarifl' Commission. 
Later he is made chairman of the subcommittee to prepare the woolen 
and worsted schedules. 

1882: John L. Hayes, secretary of the National Association of Wool 
Manufacturers and p1·esident of the United States •.rarifl' Commission, 
addresses, as secretary, the tarifl' commission of which he is president, 
and recommends a schedule of duties on woolens. 

December, 1882: Report of the tariff commission sent to Congress. 
March 3, 1883 : Tariff bill passed increasing some rates in Schedule 

K and making reductions that did not help the consumer. 
October 1, 1890 : The McKinley bill is passed by a Republican Con

gress increasing duties on wool goods. The duty on worsted tops 
manufactured by William Whitman, president of the National Associa
tion of Wool Manufacturers, is made equal to the duty on finished 
cloths. 

August 27, 1894: The Wilson bilk. passed by a Democratic Congress, 
becomes a law, revising Schedule .n.., with free wool and ad valorem 
duties on goods. 

March, 1897: S. N. D. North, secretary of the National Association 
of Wool Manufacturers. is admitted to the secret sessions of the Senate 
Finance Committee during the framing of the Dingley b111. On April 4, 
1897, Secretary North writes to William Whitman: 

" I am the only person whom the committee allows in its meetings." 
June 2, 1897 : William Whitman writes to Secretary North, who is at-

tending the tarifl' sessions of the Finance Committee : · 
"We all depend upon you to watch closely our· interests." 
July 10, 1897 : William Whitman writes to Secretary North, who is 

attending the tarifl' sessions of the Finance Committee: 
"I depend on you, dress goods, yarns, and tops." 
July 25, 1897 : The Dingley bill, with Schedule K practically un

changed, becomes a law. 
1898: The National Association of Wool Manufacturers presents 

$5,000 to S. N. D. North, its secretary, for services in connection with 
the revision of the tariff. 

June, 1908: Agitation for a revision of the ta.riff. The Republican 
national convention at Chicago pledges the party to revise the tarifl' to 
equal the difference between the foreign and domestic cost of production 
plus a profit. 'l'bis is practically the same as the proposition laid-down 
by the National Association of Wool Manufacturers in July, 1880, for 
the revision of the tariff. 

September 26, 1D08 : William H . Taft, Republican candidate for Presi
dent, makes the following pledge in a speech at St. Paul: 

"I am here to plight the faith of the Republican Party, in accordance 
with its platform, that the revision will be honest and exact, according 
to the measure stated in the platform." 

October 15, 1908: Seven men from the National Wool Growers' As
sociation, and five men headed by William Whitman, from the National 
Association of Wool Manufacturers, meet at the Palmer House in Chi
cago, and adopt a resolution that-

" In the coming revision of the tariff the present duties, both on wool 
and woolen goods, be maintalned without reduction." 

May 4, 1909: Senator Dolliver in the Senate begins the insurgent 
attack on Schedule K. 

August 5, 1909 : A Republican Congress passes and President Taft 
signs the Payne-Aldrich bill, which leaves Schedule K practically un
changed. 

September 17, 1909: President Taft, at Winona, Minn., makes the 
following confession that it was impossible to revise Schedule K be-
cause of the combine of woolgrowers and wool manufacturers: ' 

"Mr. PAYNE , in the House, and l\Ir . .Aldrich, in the Senate, found 
. that in the Republican Party the interests of the woolgrowers of the 
far West and the interests of the woolen manufacturers in the Elast 
and in other States, reflected thr1mgh their Representatives in Congress 
were sufficiently strong to defeat any attempt to change the woolen 
tarifl', and that bad it been attempted it would have beaten the bill re
ported from either committee. 0 • • Allowin~ the woolen sched
ule to remain where it is is not a compliance with the terms of the 
platform as I interpret it." 

.April 8, 1910 : William Whitman, president of the National Associa
tion of Wool Manufacturers, before the Massachusetts Cost of Living 
Commission, says : · 

" I do not know any reason why President Taft should know any more 
about the wool tariff than does the gentleman who recently refused 
to receive Mr. Iloosevelt." 

August 20, lDlO : President Taft, in a letter to Congressman Wu.
LI.AM B McKINLEY. s tates that-

" The precise diffe1·ence in the cost of production sought for is not 
capable of definite ascertainment" and "all that even the most scien
tific person can do is to exercise his best judgment in reaching a con
clus ion ." 

October 17, 1910: William Whitman, president of the National As
socia tion of Wool Manufacturers, spends four liours with the Tarifl' 
Iloard at Washington and then issues the following statement : 

"I opposed the Tariff Commission very strongly, but the Tarifl' Board 
is a very different thing. I want to do what I can to show my appre
ciation of President Taf t . I believe he means well and is doing well, 
nnd I am ready to meet him half way." · 

F ebruary 1, 1911: Banquet of the Na tional Association of Wool 
Manufacturers at Washingt on. attended by 35 stand-pat Senators and 
Representatives, and two members of the Tariff Board, Chairman Em
ery and J . B. Reynolds. William M. Wood, president of the .American 
'Voolen Co., said on this occasion : · 

" If all the schedules of the tariff were as well balanced as Schedule 
K it would be the most rema rkable document, next to the Constitution 
of the United States, that the human mind has ever produced." 

August 15, 1911 · Passage of the Underwood-La Follette bill to revise 
Schedule K, and providing for duties of· 29 per cent on wool and 49 per 
cent on wool goods. . 

Au,<;.ust 16, 1011: President Taft vetoes the Underwood-La Follette 
blll to 1·evise Schedule K on the ground that the Tariff Board has not 
yet reported. 

This history of Schedule K, wllich we have now brought down to date, 
suggests the question : How long are the people to be burdened by legis
lation for the special interests of woolgrowers and worsted manufac
turers? Is the woolen tariff of 1867, made more indefensible by each 
Republican revision, now to have a new lease of life? Particular atten
tion is invited to the similarity of the conditions now and in 1882, 
nearly 30 years ago. 

Then, as now, the people were clamoring for relief from a burden
some tariff. 

Then, as now, the proposition was advanced by the standpatters to 
revise the tariff on a basis of the difference between the foreign and 
domestic cost of production. 

Then, as now, the standpatters urged that the only right way was to 
refer the question to a commission. 

Then, as now, a tariff commission or board was formed. 
Then the Tarifl' Commission fell under the influence of the special 

interests. 
Has that occurred now? 
Then the result was a revision of the tariff which gave the consumer 

no relief. 
Is that what is in store for us now? The people must decide. 

Speaking of wages, I have an important table here which I 
think will interest you. We have been told that under a low 
tariff business would go to the dogs in Rhode Island, that work
ingmen would be thrown out of employment, that mills would 
shut down. Well, we can only judge the future and the present 
by the past. In 1846 we had the JValker tariff, which lasted 15 
years, and which was commended by some of our good Repub
lican brothers in later days, and their comments I will read to 
you. That Walker tariff of 1846 was 25 per cent, and it gave 
such a revenue that all parties combined' to reduce the tariff, 
and so they brought it down to 20 per cent in the tariff law of 
1857. In the decade covered from 1850 to 1860, operating under 
these two tariffs, cotton manufactures in Rhode :sland increased 
176.1 and wooleill! 87.1, and in 1857, when one of the Rhode 
Island Members of this House, Benjamin B. Thurston, and all 
the Members from Massachusetts voted to reduce the tariff from 
25 per cent to ·20 per cent, the Representatives of the Western 
States denounced their action as being one in favor of the man
ufacturers. Standing here to-day I want to say that I am 
proud to follow in the footsteps of that Rhode Island Repre
sentative, and I will vote to reduce the tariff to a basis that 
will consider the consumer as well as the manufacturer. [Ap
plause on the Democratic side.] 

I will now quote from some Republicans who looked with 
favor upon the low tariffs of 1846 and 1857. The Republican 
Senator-afterwards Vice President-Henry Wilson, in a speech 
in the Senate in 1857, said: 

I wish to say to the · Senate and the country that the Commonwealth 
I represent has a deep interest in the modification of the tarifl' of 1846 
by this Congress. They are for the reduction of the revenue to the 
actual wants of an economic administration of the Government; for a 
-free list embracing articles of prime necessity we do not produce ; for 
mere nominal duties on articles which make up a large portion of our 
domestic industries; and for such an adjustment of the duties on the 
products of other nations that come in direct competition with the 
products of American capital, labor, and skill as shal impose the least 
burden upon that capital, .labor, and skill. 

In the same speech he said : 
We of New England believe that wool, especially the cheap wools 

manila, hemp, flax, raw silk, lead, tin, brass, hides. linseed. and many 
other articles used in our manufactures can be admitted duty free or 
at a mere nominal duty without injuring to any extent any considerable 
productive interest of the country. 

The 1:lepublican Senator Allison, in this House, March 24, 
1870, said : _ 

The tariff of 1846, although confessedly and professettly a tariff for 
revenue, was, so far as regards all the great interests of the country, us 
perfect as any that we have ever had. 

James A. Garfield, afterwards President, said in this House in 
1878, in answer to the charge that the year of 1860 had not been 
one of prosperity: 

The fact is, Mr. Chairman, the decade from 1850 to 1860 was one of 
peace and general prosperity. Yet to suit a theory of finance we are 
told that 1860 was a year of great distress and depression of business 
equaled only by the distress of the present year. I hold that the facts 
I have recited establish, in so far as anything can be established by 
statistics, that the year 1860 was a year not only of general peace, but 
of very general prosperity, in the United States. 

James G. Blaine, in his Twenty Years in Congress, said: 
The tariff of 1846 was yielding abundant revenue, and the business 

of the country was in a flourishing condition. 

Those who wail and lament and cry over proposed tariff re
form had their prototypes in England prior to 1842 ; they tore 
their hair over the prospect of the protection system of cen
turies being abandoned, and prophesied disaster to industry. 
Parliament was flooded with petitions of protest. What was the 
result? 

Forty years after tariff reform came in England the net earn
ings of the people increased by $86.50 a year ; where there 
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ha-d been three J)aupers befoTe the.re were ·only two; estates rose 
on an ayerage .$1,700; before tariff ;reform the.re were 106,000 
taxable incomes in Great Britain~ after 40 years these had in
creased to 320,000. The wages of carpenters, bi·ick1ayers, ma
sons, miners, cotton and woolen workers advanced. 

E:ere is a table .prepared for me by the Bureau 'Of the ·Census, 
Di-rision of 'Manufactures: 

The .following table shows tbe percentages of increase in wages in the 
cotton goods and in the woolen and worsted .goods industries for each 
decade fl'Om 1850 te !1.909 : 

Rhode Island. 

Cotton 
,goods-

.Per cent. 
)850-1860 ..••..•. ·-. ·-. ··- .•••.•.•. --· ••••••• - • - - ••.• -- . ·-· . - . . 40. 2 
1860-1870_ ••• - •. ·-- ·- •• ·-- ......... ···- ••••• ·- ••. -·- - ••••••• ·-- '84. 0 
1870-1880_. ··-·- ·····-··-- -····· ·- --·- ·· ·-·-- ···-·-·· ···-·-- 7.3 
1880-1890 •• ·-·- --· --- ·- ······-· ··---- ---·-···. ·- - ·- •.• ··---. · - - 39.0 
1890-1900_ •• ··- .. ·-- ·--· •.•••.• ··- · --- ·-----·-- ·- .... ··-- ··-- 2.8 
1899-1909-. - •• - ...•••••• - ••••••.•••.••.•••••.. ·-- - ••••.••• ··-... 46.9 

. 
\Voolen 

and 
worsted 
goods. 

PerCl!'nt . 
163-1 
167. 7 
' 29.4 
68.2 

6.. '6 
73. 7 

The tremendous advance ·in the wages of textile operatives in 
lihode Island made under the low tariffs of 1846 and 1857 in 
force during the period from 1850 to 1860 should silence th-OSe 
who attempt t-0 play upon the fears of their -employees. What 
say my Republican brethren to thti!? Will they explain why 
the 25 per cent tariff 'Of 1846 and the 20 per eent tariff of 1857 
caused an increase -of 1.631 per cent from 1850 to 1860 in -the 
wages of woolen operatives? Will they explain why the high 
Dingley tariff of 1897, in operation until 1909, did not exercise 
as good an effect on wages? If low tariffs destroy industry, 
why did the cotton-goods industry increase 176.1 JJer cent 
and the woolen industry increase 87.1. per cent under low 
tariffs? 

New England :need never fear low tariffs if her industries are 
honestly capitalized, efficiently managed, and the machinery 
kept up to standard. No tariff crutch can help a decayed mill. 
Let us eongratulate ou-rselves that the Tariff Board has seen 
one light; it reports: 

c~ny charaetenstics and sent a Democratic m n..iority to this 
House to -enact proper legis1ntian .corre'Cting t he evi ls complained 
of. We ha1'e .co:rrected it once, only to be turned down in our 
-efforts by tbe President. We present our bill aga in, confident 
that it is right, that it is what the people want. Let the Presi
dent. -veto it if be will. If be. does he invites the veto of the 
people at the polls next November. 

The Democratic Party believ.es that it is absolute robbery to 
impose upon ninety millions of people a tariff that enriches the 
few, gives but a scanty wage to labor, and adds to the consumer's 
burden. We must never forget that Garfield said that the "Re
public was -opportunity.." Where shall the opportunity be if 
millions are to be multiplied 'in the hands of the few by virtue 
of ta:tiff legislation? Where Shull om· young men turn for ad
vantage and 'Opportunity if they see every industry controlled 
by corporate greed, and what incentive shall be furnished 
to patriotic impulse if they see the degrading spectacle of 
Congress listening not to the people but obeying the man
dates of the favored classes? [Applause on the Demoeratic 
side.] 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Nebraska [Afr. MA
GUIRE] is recognized for 25 minutes. 

Mr . .MAGUIRE of Nebraska. Mr. Chairman, three years ago 
the Congress of the United States spent much time and energy, 
in writing :a new tariff law. When the work was finished the 
country was asked to accept it from its authors as a wise piece 
of legislation, and it was insisted that the result as enacted into 
law was in compliance with promises previously made. But the 
people refused to approve the work, because ui;)on investigation 
it became apparent that the same old structure, the Dingley 
tariff law, remained in the new Payne-Aldrich law, with very 
slight alteration. Disappointed in their public servants, the 
people called .again for a real revision downward, and this time 
the power to revise the tariff was given into other hands to 
carry out. This is therefore part of thB work in which this 
House is now en.gaged, and I feel sure that when this Congress 
shall have completed the work of rebuilding our revenue sys
tem upon .a broad and stable basis the people to whom we are 
responsible will find no difficulty in recognizing a genuine revi
sion of the tariff downward, and they will cheerfully commend 
their servants in this House. The men who are responsible for 

Wages are much higher in the United States, but wages are in them- the. legislation passed here and who have the com·age to remain 
selves no necessary indication of relative cost of production. Fre- true to their trust will merit and, I belieye, will receive the 
quently it is found that high wag€s and low labor ,cost go together. · continued confidence of the public. 

I must not el<>se without a specific instance -0f the outra- The tariff question, l\Ir. Chairman, has always been one of the 
geous robbery -0f Schedule K. I will ·here incorporate an edl- great questions in our national politics in this country. It 
toria1 from the Providence Tribune, under date of June 18; doubtless will always remain so, at least until some other and 
1911 : more satisfactory method of raising a much larger part of the 

THE TARIFF ON A suIT OF CLOTHES. needed revenue for the maintenance of the Government is 
' adopted. The tariff is, of eourse, primarily a question of taxa-

A reduction of 5 cents a pound in the duties on woolens doesn't seem ti-on. Our ~eople have always watched with distrust and jeal-
to amount to much on a suit of clothes weighing 4 or 5 pounds. But . J:' 
those who think that is all there is in the talk of ameliorating the hard- ousy the power that levied and the hand that collected their 
ships in.fiicted by Schedule K should take note of the suit of clothes taxes for whatever purpose they might have been necessary. It 
analyz.ed by Chairman UNDER'Woon in his highly entertaining report is uot ·strange, then, that the people of this country .are studying 
from the Committee ·on Ways and Means submitting the bill to reduce 
the dnties on wool and manufactures thereof. more closely than ever the problems of taxation. 

The mat€rial for this suit is a ,comparatively cheap cloth for the The enormous sums collected through the customshouses to-day 
making of ordinary suits of men's clothing worn by the great masses and which must ultimately be paid as taxes by the consumers of the people. It is known in the woolen trade as "an all-worsted 
fancy fabric from half-blood wool," weighing 91! ounees to i:he yard of the country almost stagger the imagination. In 1846 only 
and 56 to ·58 inches wide. In England it costs at wholesale 77 cents a $27,000,000 were collected from customs duties, in 1890 we col
yard, and the freight to New York is 1 cent a yard. On this fabric lected .e229,000,000, in 1900 we collected $233,000,-000, and in the Payne tariff levies a specific compensatory duty of 44 cents a 'P 
pound, or 23 cents a yard. In addition, there is an ad valorem duty .1910 the amount collected was something like $333,000,000. In 
of 50 per cent, or 38 cents a yard, making the total du~ 61 cents a :addition to the customs we also collected about .$290,000,000 
yard, equal to 78 per cent of the import price. As it ta es about 3~ fr·om m· ter·nal-revenue sources. yards of this cloth to -make a suit of clothes, this makes the tariff tax 
on such a suit $2.14; and, of course, the price of the corresponding Taxation is always and everywhere a burden whether it be 
or competing American fabric is increased by the amount of that -direct or indirect. We have used at different times both 
duty. . I th 

Now, the contention 1s, as everybody knows, that tariff duties are methods, but for the most part the indirect taxation. n e 
levied, not for the enrichment of manufacturers, but for the protection earlier years of the Republic the work of devising revenue 
of the laborer. And yet the lab.or cost in the cloth here described i.s 1. · 1 1 1 ft t th S t f th T 1"'<T Such only about 25 per cent of the total production cost, so that the pro- JlO ic1es was arge Y e o e ecre ary O e reasu~.,. · 
t ti d ty f 78 t · th thr ti th tir Lab men as Hamilton and Gallatin formulated the fiscal policy of 
c~~t.ve Ob~erv~ the ~cecegf ft. more an ee mes e en e or -the Gov~ment in their times and led the way for Congress. 

Chairman UNDERWOOD €stimates that tbe total annual consumption of Later the great report of Robert J. Walker, as Secretary of the 
this cloth in this country is not less than 171,200,000 yards. "The Treac:rnry, f·ormed the basis of the famous Walker tariff bill of tariff tax of 61. cents per yard means, therefore., to say nothing of any ..,~ 
increase of tax as it passes down through the hands of the manu- 1846. ·The history of -0ur revenue system shows it to have been 
fncturer, jobber, and retailer, not less than $104,400,000, or, say, one of considerable uncertainty and instability. The amount 
$100,000,000 per year paid by the people." Of this great ·sum the 
Treasury receives only $15,509_,000. '£he remainin.g $85,000,000 ls of revenue needed annually and collected has been increasing 
taken from the people by the uovernment in the performance of the rapidly in recent years, and the appalling expenditures must 
.Republican pledge .guaranteeing ":reasonable proflts to the American necessarily impress the thoughtful men ·Of our times with the 
manufactnrer_" 1'aet that there is a great field here for practical and efficient 

economy in the administration of Government. There have 
been times when it seemed necessary to levy special war taxes, 
and again at other times the problem was how to get l'id of the 
ac.cumulating surplus of public revenues, and . at still. other 
times our Nation was confronted with deficits. 

No wonder tha-t even the Republicans are taking back all the 
pretty things they said about the Payne-Aldrich tariff and Sehed
ule K; it is no longer the" best tariff ever"; they now see tlaws 
:1n it. The Democratic Party saw fl.uws in it from the beginning; 
the people with Shoddy <0n their backs realized. its petty lar-
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Internal and cuatoms- 1·eceipts and eivpense of collecting by per cents for 

the years following. 

[From Report of Secretary of Treasury, 1911.] 

- Internal revenue. 

Year ended June 30-

Receipts. 

Dollars. 
1865 •....•..•••.•...•..... 209,461, 215.25 
1870 ..•.••• -·............. 184, 899, 756. 49 
1875 ··········--·········· 110,007,493.58 
1880 . . • • . • • • • • • • • • . • • • . • • • 124, 009, 373. 9'2 
1885 . . . . • • • • • • • . . . . . . . . . . . 112, 498, 725. 54 
1890 . . . • . • • • . • • • . .. . . .• .. . 142, 606, 705. 81 
1895 . . . • . • • • • • . . • • • . • . .. . . 143, 421, 672. 02 
1900.. •. . . . . • . . • . . . . . . . . .. 295, 327, 926. 76 
1905 ..... ·- •.•••••.... -·.. 234, 095, 740. 85 
1910 . . . . . . • • • • . .. • . .. .. • .. 289, 833, 519. 45 
1911 . . . . . . • • • • • • • . . . . . . . • • 322, 529, 200. 79 

Cost of 
collecting. 

Percent. 
.18 

3.92 
3.89 
2.95 
'3.42 
2.65 
2.62 
1.51 
1.85 
1. 73 
1.55 

Customs. 

Receipts. 

p__oUars. 
84, 928, 260. 00 

194, 538, 374. 44 
157, 167, 722. 35 
186, 522, 064. 60 
181, 471, 939. 34 
229, 668, 584. 57 
152, 158, 617. 45 
233, 164, 871.16 
261, 798, 856. 91 
333, 683, 445. 03 
314, 497' 071. 24 

Cost of 
collecting. 

Per cent. 
6.39 
3.20 
4.47 
3.23 
3. 58 
2.98 
4.43 
3.20 
3.48 
3.20 
3.50 

At present the chief sources of revenue are, first, from cus
toms which, up to June 30, 1910, as estimated, amounted to 
$333,683,445.03, and from internal revenue sources for the 
same time $289,933,519.45, which also includes the corporation 
tax. Of the total amount collected from these two sources 53~ 
per cent was collected from customs duties laid upon articles 
imported into this country. The subjects of taxation under our 
present system includes every possible and conceivable article 
of consumption, whether manufactured or unmanufactured, ex
cept a. very few imports now admitted free of duty. Up to this 
time there has been little dispute among men as to the wisdom 
of raising a portion of our public revenues by means of a tax 
on imports. They do not agree, however. upon what proportion 
of the total necessary revenue should be levied as import duty. 
The great tariff issue to-day is whether the Congress shall or 
ought to use the taxing power to levy tariff duties solely for 
revenue, or shall that power be used to continue a policy called 
the protective system, under which raising revenue becomes in
cidental and the industrial welfare of the manufacturing in
terests of the country, as understood by its advocates becomes 
primarily important. The pne theory of- the tariff insists that 
duties should be levied for necessary revenue only, and so levied 
with respect to rates and articles affected as to bring about an 
equitable distribution of the burden that must be borne by the 
people to maintain the Government. This theory is based upon 
the assumption that if no revenue were needed by the Govern
ment then no duties should be levied for any ulterior purpose. 

England once left the tax on tea used by the Colonists, not so 
much because she wanted the revenue as because- she .wanted to 
maintain the principle as it seemed to her which was involved. 

If no revenue were needed, would the advocates of the pro
tectfre theory justify the levying of duties on imports for the 
sole purpose of prohibiting the importation of goods? In other 
words, if we could remove the necessity for revenue, which has 
operated to obscure the workings of the protective system 
would that system then be able to maintain itself? To do s~ 
it would have to ask and secure the unrestricted privilege of 
exercising the taxing power of the Government for its own 
benefit and for private purposes alone. I will venture to say 
that s11ch a us'e of the taxing power, even if it were constitu
tional, would ne>er be tolerated by the people of this country. 

The theory of protection insists that taxes in the form of 
import duties should be levied for the advantage of the manufac
turers, .and so levied with respect to rates and articles that the 
system will effectually protect the few for whose benefit it is 
designed. Revenue is secondary and incidental in a protective 
tariff. An example of the extremity to which such a system goes 
is found in the McKinley law of 1890, in which a bounty was 
given of 2 cents a pound on sugar. This was the boldest step 
taken up to that time, and yet it represents the inevitable re
sult of the policy of special privilege. 

The beneficiaries, the Sugar Trust, at that time were not 
willing, as other beneficfaries of protection were, to be content 
with collecting the tribute themselves from the consumers. 
They were powerful enough to ask and secure the disgraceful 
concessign from the Government that this tribute should first 
be collected by the agents of the Government itself and at 
public expens~, paid into f:?.e public Treasury, and then, in good 
hard cash paid out of the Treasury directly into the coffers of 
the trust. This example, however, illustrates · the practical 
difference between the botmty system and the protective tariff 
system. In the one case the beneficiaries are permitted to 
collect the tax themselves from the consumer of the protected 
articles, and in the other case the Government first collects the 

tax from an the people· and pays it into the pocke~s of the 
beneficiaries. 

High protection can· not produce revenue because it is not 
its purpose to do so. When a rate drops to the revenue point 
it ceases to be primarily protective~ Protection as a system is 
effective only when it so completely restricts importation of the 
protected articles that there is very little or no competition 
from such imported goods. A tariff is a tax al ways, and the 
consumer pays it whether it be a revenne tariff or a protective 
tariff. The essential difference lies in who gets the tax money 
finally. The revenue tariff goes largely and at once to the 
Treasury of the United States, and the con<>umer has the con
s?lation, at least, of knowing that he ha.s contributed his por
tion to the expenses of- the Government; while the protective 
tariff goes largely and indirectly to the protected manufac
turers. The process by which this is done is very simple. 

The manufacturer insists that he needs a certain amount of 
protection. The necessary tariff wall is raised by le<>'islation to 
comply with his wishes. Then, finding themselves sec~Te against 
competition from without, the manufacturers proceed to or
~nize their line of industry into a noncompetitive combina
tion. Then orders are given to limit the production and the out
put of the mills and factories, and finally they fix their own 
prices to the American consumers. With com_petition shut out 
no revenue, 'therefore, can come to the Government and the 
combination, sheltered behind the protective wall adv~ce their 
prices in amount equal to the duty levied, and' then they col
lect for themselves the duty which was levied by Congress, not 
for revenue, but for pi:otectiop_ This is why the manufacturer 
enjoys the system of protection. This, then, is the " modus 
operandi" of that benevolent protective system which was fas
tened npon the country years ago and which is to-day making 
a last desperate struggle for existence. Nominally and origi
nally protection meant simply to keep out foreign-made goods 
and home competition in our own markets was relied upon t~ 
protect the consumers from excessive prices. But in practice 
and for many years protection has meant quite another thing. 
~ow protection is construed to mean that all foreign competi
tive goods are to be shut out, so that the American manufac
turer may proceed to eA'1)loit the American market by means of 
trnsts and combinations and monopolies. Protection in opera
tion, therefore, is a two-pronged weapon. It denies to the con
sumer the advantages of foreign competition and at the same 
time compels him to _ buy in the markets of monopoly. No one 
would deny prosperity to American manufacturers if they can 
secure it upon the basis of merit and without the specfal aid of 
the Government, but they should not ask nor be given by law 
the right to collect for_ their own private ends the tax which 
the Congress levies fQr public purposes. 

Let us examine into the platforms of the two great political 
parties and some of the utterances of the representative men 
of these parties for the past 20 years and see what they reveal 
on the tariff system. In 1888 the platform upon which Mr. 
Harrison was elected said : 

"'.e are uncompr~misingly in favor of the American syste.oi o! pro
tection-the protective system must be maintained. 

In compliance with that platform the party passed the 
McKinley tariff law of 1890, which levied a tariff of 91.78 per 
cent on the average on the woolen schedule, and even went as 
high as 138 per cent in some instances. This was a heavy in
crease over the then existing tariff law-the Mills law of 1888-
which levied a rate of 40 per cent ad valorem. The next tariff 
law passed was the Wilson law of 1894, which levied an average 
ad valorem of 47.84 per cent on w9olen manufactures and put 
raw wool on the free list. Two years after the Wilson law was 
pas::;ed the Republican platform of 1896 contained the follow
ing plank: 

We rene:v and C!UPhasize our allegiance to the policy of proteetion
true American pohcy-we are not pledged to any particular schedules 
The ruling and uncompromising principle is the protection and develop: 
ment of labor and industry. The country demands a right settlement 
and then it wants a rest. ' 

Mr. McKinley was elected with that plank as a part of th~ 
platform, and the Dingley tariff bill of 1897 was enacted into 
law as a fulfillment of the policy. In this law the woolen sched
ule was put back praetically as it was fixed in the :McKinley 
law of 1890, and the law as a whole was an extremely pro
tective measure. The majority report of the Ways and Means 
Committee which brought in the Dingley bill says: 

The manufactured lumber which was put on the free list by the tariff 
of 1894 (Wilson law) has bei;n transfert"ed to the dutiable list as an 
act of justice to this large industry. 

Also: 
Such articles as wool, lumber, burlaps bags, and salt have been 

restored to the dutiable list, from which they should neve1· have been 
removed. 
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The protective system has always showed great solicitude for 
the greaf industries, such as the Lumber Trust and the Woolen 
Trust, and others. Not even salt, they say, should be free. 
Again, in the platform of 1900, the Republican Party renewed 
its faith in the policy of protection. In 1904 their platform 
says that protection is a " cardinal policy of the Republican 
Party," and here, for the first time, we find a specific meaning 
of protection. The platform says: · 

The measure of protection should always at least equal the difference 
in cost of production at home and abroad. 

It will be noted that this attempt to measure the amount of 
protection has been repeated in a more definite and pronounced 
way in the platform of the Republican Party adopted at Chi
cago in 1908. After promising to revise the tariff by a special 
session of Congress, it says: 

In all tariff legislation the true principle of protection is best main
tained by the imposition of such duties as will equal the differ~nce be
tween the cost of production at home and abroad, together with a 
reasonable profit to American industries. 

Mr. Taft was elected upon this platform, and later the Payne
Aldrich tariff ·1a w was enacted in 1909 as the latest authentic 
legislative expression and interpretation of that extremely novel 
theory of protection. Understanding the " reasonable profit " 
theory as it was doubtless intended to be understood, the fram
ers of the present tariff law left the woolen schedule unmolested 
just where it had been for 20 years. And this in spite of the 
notorious and unfair discriminations in Schedule K, and in spite 
of the demands of the consumers of the whole country. To 
those who framed that bill it doubtless seemed necessary to 
leave the woolen schedule remain with an average ad valorem 
of 90.10 per cent in order to insure a "reasonable profit" to 
the manufacturers-or the Woolen Trust. 

In no instance, perh.aps, is the injustice of the indirect system 
of taxation so well illustrated as in the present woolen schedule. 
From the standpoint of the tax collector it is more desirable to 
levy taxes indirectly, because the taxes are then mingled with 
the goods purchased by the consumers and the tax element of 
the cost is paid in disguise. Taxation always diffuses itself 
along the line of least resistance. The poor people have the 
least power to resist, and so the burden of indirect taxation 
bears more heavily on them; while the rich have more power 
to resist and they bear the least burden. Again, indirect taxes 
are more expensive to collect and thus less of the total col
J eted ever reaches the Treasury. Furthermore, in this country 
this system has brought about the concentration of business in 
a few hands and has promoted monopoly by granting special 
fayors and privileges. A tax on consumption is in effect a per 
capita tax, and as such the families of ~e poor, if they get 
all they should have to eat and wear, pay actually more than 
those of the rich. How unjust a $10 per capita tax would be 
in this country. The poor man with· eight children might pay 
a hundred dollars and the rich-man might not pay more than 
ten. Yet this is the effect of a tax on articles of consumption. 
Such a tax that operates through consumption affects directly 
human life, human comforts, and happiness. John Stuart Mill 
says that indirect taxation violates two of the cannons of taxa
tion. One is that it takes from the taxpayer more than it puts 
into the Public Treasury, and the second is that it violates the 
principle of equality, because it fails to take in proportion to 
the ability to pay. Mr. W. F. Dutton in the American Journal 
of Politics estimates that the cost of Jiving is increased 25 per 

·cent by indirect taxes. Benjamin Harrison realized the in-
equality of the present system of taxation when he said: 

We must establish, and at once, a system that shall equalize the tax 
burdens. The men of wealth in our great communities should lead 
the movement. 

A distinguished Representative of California, when speaking 
in Congress on the Wilson bill in bebn1f of the income tax, said: 

I am in favor of the income tax as proposed by the Committee on 
Ways and leans because it is better than the system of taxation now 
prevailing; . because the burdens which 'U re laid by the income tax, 
wherever they may ultimately fall, are all for public uses, while under 
the tariff system three ·parts of the burden are laid for the enrichment 
of private individuals to every one part that is collected for public use. 

If the taxes now collected from customs of over three hundred 
millions a year were laid as direct taxation and demanded in 
the same unfair proportion as they are now paid the system 
would not be tolerated by the taxpayers, no matter upon 
what theory it was advo('ated. The hand of the taxgatherer 
could then be plainly seen and resisted. But by the system 
of indirect taxation the phantom hand of the taxgatherer is 
concealed. We may well ask why it is now tolerated. If 
a man buys a dollar's worth of sugar he pays from 38 to 
40 cents tariff, or about $1.90 a sack. On a pair of shoes he 

pays about 50 cents tariff. On a knife valued at 10 cents he 
will pay 9 cents tariff, one one valued at 30 cents he will pay a 
tariff of 32 cents; on a $4 blanket he will pay over $2 duty. 
And in all these cases it must be remembered that the large part 
of the amount paid because of the tariff goes not to the Govern
ment, but to the protected industries to make up their "reason
able profit." 

Realizing that we can not entirely dispense ~ith the policy of 
raising a part at least of the needed revenue for the support of 
the Government by a tax upon articles of common consumption, 
my investigations •have lead me to the conclusion that a just 
system of taxation ought not place so large a part of the burden 
as is now imposed upon such articles as all the people need to 
feed, clothe, and shelter them. We can not, of course, carry 
on the extensive functions of this great Government without 
raising in some way a large amount of revenue. I would be the 
last person to favor curtailing the necessary and legitimate 
functions of the Federal GoYernment. I would not fayor re
trenchmen at tbe sacrifice of efficiency. 

I am, indeed, anxious that ours shall be the best and most 
efficient Government on earth. But while I would not hamper 
any department of the Government in giving the best possible 
service to the people of this Ilepublic, still I would not have one 
cent of taxation levied unnecessarily, even for public purposes, 
and certainly not for special privileges or for private enter
prises. Before beginning to lay any burdens upon the tax
payers of this country for any purpose, I should insist upon a 
systematic and wise economy in the administration of the Gov
ernment. In my judgment, . it is a reckless and ruinous policy 
that raises a great surplus of revenue. Such a policy is a pub
lic menace, because it offers a temptation that leads to extrava
gance on the part of those in charge of the Government; and 
they might easily be persuaded to devise unnecessary and un
justifiable ways to spend the surplus. I hope and trust that 
the time is not far away when this Government will be able, 
under a constitutional amendment, if necessary. to enact an in- , 
come-tax law by which the larger portion of the necessary 
revenue may be collected. 

There is already an amendment proposed which, when rati
fied by three-fourths of the States, will give Congress the 
power to levy and collect an income tax as an indirect tax and 
without apportionment. I believe it will not be long until the 
requisite number of States, which is 36, will have ratified this 
amendment. Thirty of the States have alreacly done so. Pend
ing the ultimate ratification of such an amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States, Congress is not without 
power to lay and collect indirect taxes as it may seem wise 
to do. 

To this end the Ways and Means Committee submitted a bi11 
which this House passed about a week ago whereby large in
comes will be compelled to bear their just share of the burdens 
of taxation. The Supreme Court held the corporation tnx Jaw 
constitutional, and the excise tax bi11 which is now in the 
Senate simply extends the provisions of the law to include indi
viduals, firms, and copartnerships. 

This bill proposes to levy a tax of 1 per cent upon an in
comes fa excess of "$5,000 derived from the carrying on of any 
business or occupation. It is thought by those who haye given 
the matter careful study that this bill as drawn, in view of the 
opinion of the Supreme Court on the corporation tax law, will 
not be subject to the constitutional objection to an income tax 
such as was pointed out by the court in the decision of the 
Pollock case. If this bill is approved, as I belie-re it will be 
it is estimated that it will bring in about $6-0,000,000 the first 
year of its operation. This will offset approximately the loss 
of revenue suffered by the proposed free-sugar bill and thereby 
benefit the great consuming PlJblic and also shift the burclens 
of taxation to those whose salaries or incomes can well afford 
to bear a more equitable share of the public taxation. Such a 
tax, in my judgment, is the fairest and the most equitable of 
all taxes, because it compels every man to contribute in oro
portion to what he has. It will place the burden upon those who 
are most able to bear it and will lift the weight of taxation 
from those least able to stand it. Such a tax wm take from all 
according to their ability to spend rather than in proportion to 
their ability to consume. It will tax what men ham accumu
lated nbove what they need rather than what men are ' striving 
to accumulate for their physical needs and comforts. 

After raising a large part of the revenues by an income tax, 
I would collect such part of the public revenues as seems wise by 
internal-revenue taxation, as we do to-day, npon the articles 
which are not classed as necessaries. For the balance of the 
taxes I would levy jmport duties, but · purely for revenue nec
essary to make up the total revenue required to clefray the 
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a~enses of the Government economically administered. In 
levying such import duties I would deny protection, as such, to 
any article of production or class of articles. I would so fix: 
the rates that were found to be necessary to produce the suffi
cient amount of revenue as to make the burden lightest on ar
ticles of general use and heaYiest on articles of luxui·y. Food, 
clothing, and shelter should be taxed as lightly as possible. 
Luxuries should bear the maximum revenue rates, but no rate 
in any case should be probibitin!. It must yield re.enue to be 
justified. Montesquieu, a noted French political philosopher, 
makes a. classificntion that commends itself to the standards 
of justice. He says that necessities_ ought not to be taxed; that 
articles classed as useful sholllu be taxed a little and super
fluous articles should be taxed heavily. 

A vital principle which the protective theory hns always 
ignored is that taxes on imports should be so laid that when they 
are actually paid they shall be paid into the Public Treasury 
and not to private interests by way of enha ced Yalues. 'l"'he 
:ugument that the foreigner pays the tariff is no longer seriously 
advanced in support of this particular method ·of collecting 
revenue. It therefore must not be overlooked. that the con
sumer of the nrticle taxed will ultimately pay the thriff to 
some one. Whether the consumers will pay much or little wm 
depend, therefore, upon whether they pay it as a protective or 
a revenue tariff. If they pny it as a reYenue- tariff, then the 
needs of the Government will determine the amount they are 
called upon to contribute~ but if as a protective tariff, then the 
consumers are at the mercy of those who control the output 
and fix the- price of the protected article. To draw up a tariff 
bill such as wi11 be purely a revenue measure and which will 
do exact justice as to classification of rates and items is, of 
course-, impossible; but to get one- that will approach these- ends 
is the aim of every t::u:iff-for-1·evemre advocate. There are 
many considerations to weigh in reaching the most equitable 
and satisfactory results. We must know how much revenue 
should be col1ectecl: on imports, then what articles shall be sub
ject t(} duty and at what rate, then what articles should be ex
empt from duty entirely. It also involves the question as to 
what is the maximum revenue point for each article and what 
is the competitiYe point in the scale of rates. A.s to rates, the 
Democratic theory is that ad valorem rates are the fairest and 
the simplest of application and the most likely to be in harmony 
with a tariff for revenue. 

As to clas ification of articles and which shall be admitted 
dutiable and which free, the Democratic national platform of 
lUO gives a general and simple guide. The tariff planK of that 
platform reads ::is follows : 

We favor immediate revision of the tariff by the redu¢on of im
port duties. Articles entering into competition with trust-controlled 
products should be placed upon the free list; material reductions should 
be made in the tn riff upon the necessaries of life, especially upon arti· 
cles competing with such American manufactures us are sold abroad 
more cheaply than at home ; and gradual reductions should be mad~ in 
such other schedules as may be necessary to restore the tn.rifI to a 
revenue basis 

In the application of general principles, howeT"er, many condi
tions are found to exist in (letail not contemplated by the gen
eral rule- It is found necessary to inquire what articles a.re 
luxuries, what are necessaries, what are raw mate.rials, what 
are trust-controlled products, what aiticles are imported that 
are not produced here, what article do we- produce in great 
quantities and what in small quru;itities; and, too, as to trust 
products, it is material to inquire whether the article is con
trolled by a world trust or monopoly. These and many other
important considerations must enter into a careful and equitable 
adju tment of import dutie in making up a tariff schedule. 

A.cceptillg the verdict rendered by the American people at the 
polls a year ago last fall us a complete repndation of the high
protectiv-e policy, as that policy i& exemplified in the Payne-
Aldrich law, the party now in control of thls House bas ac
cepted the responsibility placed upon the Members by the people, 
and they have set about the task of reducing the enormous 
burd.eus of tariff taxation. Their work thus far has commttnde<:l 
the attention and merited the approval of all people who are 
sincerely in harmony with the struggling taxpayers in. their 
efforts to rid themselves of the effects of that iniquitoHs system 
which has been robbing honest labor of the fruits of its toil for 
the purpose of enriching the few, in whose favor that system 
has been operated for y~rs.. 

Thus far this House has accomplished a great good. It has 
set in motion a pfan o:f economy in the administration of public 
affairs which is daily revealing the extravagant conditions that 
hn.ve existed in different b-ranches of the Government. 

Last summer we passed the free-list bill, which would have 
been one of the greatest relief measures ever enacted into law 

it given a trial. The following table shows a few of the gains 
it would have made over the present law: 

Articles. 

IE~:~:d ~~ :~ :: ::: : :~:: :~::: 
Barness and saddlery _ ..... ........... . 

~~~~n~~e::~::::::: :::::: :. ::::::::::: 
Lumber.··--· .. · ·-· · -- .....•... -- ·. -·. 

~~~!~~ ~:: ::::: :: : : : : : : : ~: :: : :: : :::::: 
~~~ ·~-~c-~~':: :: : : : : :: : : : : : : : : :: : : : : 

I'resent law . . 

15per cent ................. . 
35per cent ................. . 
10 per cent .... _ ...... . ..... . 
35 per cent .... _ .......... -·. 
~ cent per pound ........... . 
40 per cent ............. ... . . 
Sl.75 to 2.7lL •. . .. ---...... . 
50 cents per 1,000 . ...... .. . . . 
20 cents per 1,000 ........... . 
30 per cent. ................ . 
11 cents per pound. _ ....... . 

Proposed 
Ia.w. 

Free. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 
Do. 

While the free-list bill, which passed the House by an over
whelming majority, involved a loss in revenues of ouly about 
eight millions, on the other hand it would haYe- unburdened the 
farmers and others of this country to the e-xtent of enormous 
sums which have been paid as a tariff tribute to the manufac
turers and as a bonus, by reason of the present high and un
conscionable rates on lumber, farm machinery, and other arti
cles of common use. Farm machinery and other trust-controlled 
products, which the manufacturers ha.Ye been shipping abroad 
and selling in foreign markets for less than here, are cer
tainly able to compete with foreign-made machinery in our 
home markets without the aid of a tariff. Their own abuse of 
the protection which they have enjoyed is a condemnation of 
the whole tendency of a protectfre tariff. The Government 
statistics show that in 1890 we exported to foreign countries of 
farm machinery $3,859,184, and in 1910 our exports hnd in
creased to $28,124,033. Such a condition does not indicate that 
the manufacturers of farm machinery are threatened by foreign 
competition. · 

The next great service. rendered by this :tlouse for the Ameri
can people in the special session was to revise the schedule on 
wool and woolen manufactures,. designated as Schedule K. The 
bil1 passed the Senate in a modified form, but was defeated by 
Executi>e veto, leaving the woolen schedule of the Payne-Ald
rich law in operation. Still hoping fqr relief, the same wool~n 
schedule that passed the House la.st summer has been reintro
duced, bearing the same identical rates, and is now before us 
for consideration. '.rhis woolen schedule, though appenring 
under the names of the Payne-Aldrich law, the Dingley law, 
and the :McKinley lnw, hus remained practically without change~ 
in substance, on the statute books for more than 20 years, an~ 
this, too, notwithstanding the fact that it embodies all of the 
grossest evils and the most cruel discriminations of the whole 
l_)rotectiye system. It is so bad that eTen the President admitted, 
after its passage, that it was "indefensible." The bill which is 
now before the House makes a reduction in this schedule from 
90.10 per cent in the present law to 42.55 per cent. This sweep
ing reduction of ov-er 50 per cent doubtless will not please the 
pampered manufacturers and beneficiaries, who have grown into 
opulence because of the tribute they have collected for two 
decades under this schedule. But this reduction will be wel
comed: all o-v-er the land ·by the great muss of men, women, and 
children who form the devoted, industrious citizenship of our 
Republic. 

They never ask nor do they receive special favors at the 
hands of the Government. All they ask is to be permitted to 
live and enjoy the fruits of their own toil. Nor is the reduc
tion of oyer 50 per cent the only thing accomplished by the pm
posed woolen schedule. It goes to the root of the evil and 
eliminates the specific duties and substitutes an ad yaJorem 
duty throughout, which is recognized by the leading economists 
as a fair and equitable duty on textile schedules. To show 
how unfairly the specific rates discriminate in favor of the 
rich and against the poor, it is only necessary to take a single 
example from the present woolen schedule. Woolen blankets 
valued at 44 cents a pound are subject to a duty of 44 cents 
specific and no per cent ad valorem, which makes a com
pound rate of 150 per cent; while if valued at 70 cents a 
pound the same rates p·revail and makes a compound rate of 
only 112 per cent; and if valued at 88 cents a pound the rates 
are 44 cents and 55 per cent, which make an equivalent ad 
valorem of 105 per cent. Thus the cheaper blanket pays a rate 
of 150 per cent and the better one- pays only 105 per cent. 
Again, as to women's and children's dress goods made who~y 
or in part of wool, if valued at 7 cents per yard the duty is 
7 cents and 50 per cent, which makes a combined rate of 150 
per cent, but if yalued at 24 cents per yard tbe duty is 8 cents 
and 50 per cent, or a combined rate of o_nly 83! per cent~ 

' 
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These compensatory and specific rates which have concealed 
by fnr the worst Yices of the present woolen schedule are 
abolished in the bill which is being considered by this House. 
The proposed schedule levies a simple and honest ad valorem 
rate for revenue of 42.55 per cent on manufactures of wool 
iustead of the Payne-Aldrich rate of over 00 per cent. 

Following the passage of the woolen bill last summer the 
House took np and revised the schedule including cotton manu
factured goods. While it was generally believed that this 
schedule was subject to the same needed revision as the woolen 
schedule, still its examination confirmed the belief that it, too, 
was subject to the same unseen methods of eliminating compe
tition and charging over the compensatory rates to the ultimate 
consumer. This schedule was revised downward with prac
tically the same cut in rates as the woolen manufactures, and had 
it reached the statute books would have given needed relief to 
the great body of American consumers. 

AI though the conscientious efforts of this House last session 
to reduce the tariff were met at every step with Executive 
vetoes, still we have not despaired of securing for the people 
some relief from the injustice of the present system of ta.""ation. 
The first great tariff work of the present session was the pas
sage by this House of the steel and iron schedule. The Ameri
can people have been the victims for years of the gigantic Steel 
Trust, which has been fostered by high protective tariff, and it 
was left for this House to bring out a bill which has greatly 
reduced the former unjust and discriminating rates of the steel 
schedule. No sooner was this schedule passed than the chemical 
schedule was taken up and revised in rates and classification. 
Then came the sugar schedule, and here, again, the House re
pudiated protection and even sacrificed a great revenue-producin~ 
item in the interest of cheaper food for the struggling masses. 
The Sugar Trust has levied tribute upon hungry children for a 
score of years. They have successfully resisted- heretofore all 
efforts to take from them this special tariff privilege. Not satis
fied with shaping legislation, they have even gone to the extent 
of corrupting customhouse officials. 

Now they threaten that this bill will destroy the sugar-beet 
industry, but no substantial evidence of this "effect has been pro
duced. ~·o place sugar on the free list, as this bill has done. 
may and should operate to cut down the enormous profits of 
the Sugar Trust, but I refuse to credit the statement that the 
high tariff is necessary to maintain agricultural industries in 
the United States. Our farmers receive no share of the large 
dividends distributed among the stockholders of the Sugar 
Trust. What the farmer needs is the opportunity to buy in a 
fnir market what his family needs and also the machinery 
which he must use upon his farm. Then he can produce an<'I 
afford to sell his products in a fair and open market without 
contri-buting the profits which belong to him to those who con
trol and fix the prices of his products and also what he con
sumes under the present system. 

I venture to say that the period of usefulness for the protec
tive system has gone and high protection in this country is 
doomed. It is undemocratic and un-American. Having im
posed itself in the early days as a foster mother to infant 
industry it has retained its selfish existence. by craft, cunning, 
and intimidation. It had its inception in national optimism, 
and at one time was a factor in the growing nationality, but it 
has long since degraded into a juggernaut of organized sel
fishness for the purpose of exploiting the unsuspecting and 
patient public. The good faith of the American people has been 
betrayed by its sophistry and greed. Under the philanthropic 
inspiration of protecting home industries its triumph has been 
that of a special few over the struggling and impoverished 
masses. Its advocates have shifted from one fallacy to another 
in their persistent course of deception. It is interesting to ob
serve that when one fallacy failed to ·work longer to justify the 
system of protection another was taken up and advanced in 
popular arguments. At first the argument in justification for 
a hi'gh tariff was that the foreigner paid the tux. When no one 
would believe this any longer we were told that the object of 
the system was to encourage domestic infant industries. 

That slogan worked splendidly until the industries grew out 
of their swaddling clothes and became gigantic trusts and com
binations. Now, instead of Government aid to encourage their 
growth, it keeps the Government busy trying to keep them from 
controllin~ the Go•ernment itself. But the modern argument is 
that we need the high tariff to protect labor. That worked well 
for a few campaigns, until the laboring men began to inquire 
how a high tariff that shnt out foreign goods, but let in foreign 
labor to compete with them, was much protection to .American 
labor. Again, we bear much now about how the American OJarket 
must be presened for American manufactures. Experience has 
demonsh·ated that those most anxious to preserve the .American 

markets are those who use special legislation to get these Amer
ican markets under their control and then reap the benefits of 
unfettered monopoly. They insist on a highly protected market 
in which to sell their manufactured products, but· at the same 
time they tell the American producer that he must dispo e of his 
products in the fre_e markets of the world. That is the absurd 
position of those who want to preserve the American markets 
for American manufactures. There has recently, however, come 
into the field of pl'>litical science a new and heretofore unheard-of 
modification of the old theory of protection to American indus
tries. It asks not only. protection that shall equal the difference 
in the cost of production here and abroad, but, in addition to 
that, "a reasonable profit" to the mannfacturers. Confident in 
their system of industrial control and iu their success at deceiv
ing the people, they haYe at last sprung the trap. A "reason
able profit" to the manufacturer. And what is a " reasonnble 
profit" is to be left to be determined, as formerly, by the manu
facturers and beneficiaries themselves. No wonder the manufac
turers believe in protection. No wonder they ha rn successfully 
resisted all attempts to revise the tariff, and especially Sched
ule K. 

With·the permission eif the House I desire to in~ert as a part 
of my remarks at this time a few extracts from an address 
of Dr. Charles W. El1iott, as printed in the Wall Street Journal 
of September 22, 190 . There are few authorities in this coun
try whose opinions carry greater weight on public questions than 
those of Prof. Elliott. In speaking on the tariff, Dr. Elliott says: 

In tbe first place, it [higb tariff] bas postponed and obstructed the 
effective entrance of American products into the markets of tbe world. 
Many American indm:tries, including the fundamental industry of agri
culture, produce mucb more salable material tban can possibly be sold 
in the United States; and all tbese industries must sell their surplus 
products outside the United States at a great d\sadvantage, because tbe 
products have paid high duties on tbe raw or partially manufactured 
materials which enter into tbem, on the implements or machinery which 
were used in producing them, and on tbe structures which sheltered and 
distributed them. As a country whicb produces in normal years much 
more grain, meat, and cotton and many more manufactured g-oods than 
it can con ume, it is the interest of tbe United States to develop for 
itself world markets unde1· the most favorable conditions possible. The 
tariff prev~nts or obstructs the nttainment of those favorable condi
tions. A nation whicb prohibits the importation of the natural exports 
of other nations or, wbat amounts to mucb the same thing, charges 
higher duties than otber manufacturing nations charge on foreign raw 
or unfinished products, can not maintain a profitable carrying trade 
with other nations. 

• • • • • • 
Despotic and aristocratic Governments have long practiced the crea

tion by law of privileged or favored men or classe . The American 
democracy has abolished or had nothing to do with the ancient privi
leges of nobles, court favorites, sinecure holders, and commercial ad~en
turers by royal monopoly charter, but has been more than ready to create 
privilege manufactures by tariff legislation, in spite of tbe fact that 
equality before the law has been theoretically the very foundation of 
A,merican government and society. 

The enrichment of a few individuals of a small class at the expense 
of tbe community and with 110 benefit to the State is, however. not the 
worst result of the protective policy. '£he worst result is the legal 
violation by the Republic itself of the fundamental equity. and this 
result is ag'gravated b:v the falsely altruistic argument used in support 
of tbe tariff The man wbo acts unjustly for reasons which seem to 
him benevolent or humanitarian is more dangerously poisoned than the 
man who is unjust for straight selfish reasons and admits to himself 
just what be is doing and why. The fallacies of protection are all 'the 
worse because they are covered with the nauseous slime of a pretended 
altruism. In sbort, the chief objection to protective legislation is a 
moral one, namely. that it diminishes the enterprise, self-reliance, and 
sense of justice of the population a.s a whole. That legislation is a 
serious mental and moral evil which has been for 50 years working 
injustice at home and contracting .American exchanges abroad, because 
tWo generations of voters have been hoodwinked with a word-" pro
tection." No revision of schedules can dig up this evil by the roots. 
It will only be cured when the National Legislature makes the tariff 
nothing but one means among many of raising needed revenue. 

That the tariff is not necessary to tbe maintenance of American 
wages or A.merican standards of living appears clearly from the com
mon practice of selling American goods in foreign countries at mnch 
low~r price~ thai; they are so;d in the UniJed States a~d yet at a p~ofit. 

The tariff establishes a tax paid by the great body of consumers, 
not to tbe Government for · its support, but to the capitalists who have 
invested their .money in those plants which produce protected articles. 

I would not deny to the laborers of our great country any 
protection or any of the comforts of life to which they are 
justly entitled. I care not whether they labor in the mills or 
in the mines, in the factories or on the farms; the American 
workmen deserve to share in the prosperity and the progress of 
our Nation. nut I am opposed to an industrial system which 
seeks special privileges in legislation in order to protect, not 
legitimate industries while in their infancy, but to shield great 
indnstrinl and finnncial combinations which have long outgrown 
their swaddling clothes and have piled up such wealth and ac
cumulated such power that they threaten our national welfare. 
I am oposed to a protective tariff which is a protection to the 
few against the many in this country, a tariff which has be
come so high in many instances that great corporate wealth 
and combinations ha.Ye been i1ermitted to levy tribute upon the 
masses of consumers and have grown rich while they have 



1912. OONGRESSION AL RECORD-HOUSE. 4105 
operated under the guise of protecting labor. These protected 
interests have been so long the favored beneficiaries of special 
legislation that they have come to believe they have a vested 
right ' in the protective system, and they even grow a~armed at 
an:y attempt which seeks to deprfre them of the special fayors 
which they have enjoyed so long. They complain that such 
attempts will cripple industry and destroy property and pros
perity. They threaten dire calamity if they are not permitted 
to continue to receive their regular allowance from the public 
bounty. 

1\1r. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 15 minutes to the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. CRAGO]. 

· 1\Ir. CRAGO. Mr. Chairman, I would not from choice select 
the tariff as a subject in which to interest this House, but I am 
not willing to Jet a measure be considered in which at least 
one-third of the entire population of my home county is directly 
interested, and in which every resident of the county iS', di
rectly or indirectly, interested without raising my voice in their 
behalf. 

For the last half century no other public question has received 
so much attention from Congress as has the question of the 
tariff. For years the two great political parties have divided 
on the question of whether we should have a protective tariff 
or no tariff other than one for revenue. Every national election 
fought with these two propositions clearly defined has resulted 
in such an overwhelming victory for protective tariff that in our 
State of Pennsylvania it had become the fashion for anyone 
running for office on the Democratic ticket to proclaim himself 
a good protectionist. 

The last presidential campaign was somewhat different from 
the others, and many people believing, honestly mistaken though 
they were, that the high cost of living was the result of pro
tected industries, and forgetting the lesson of a few years ago, 
demanded of the Republican Party a gradual reduction of the 
tariff along certain lines. The discussion of the question at this 
time Jed men to see that there must be some better way of ad
justing such intricate questions than leaving them to the whims 
of politicians, so the idea that a permanent Tariff Board, re
moved from partisanship, composed of men who have ·made a 
study of economic questions, just as the judges of our courts 
have made a study of legal questions, should be ab)e to more 
intelligently present to Congress the facts regarding the work
ings of the tariff met popular approval. 

With a report from such a board at hand it should easily be 
determined whether any tariff schedule gives the necessary pro
tection or whether it is merely a revenue schedule or an out-
and-out free-trade measure. ' 

This idea, seized on by the then minority party, received 
·rather coldly by the dominant party, has been partially put into 
.l'aw, and to-day we haYe before us the findings of that board 
accepted by the party now in the minority in this House, but 
rejected by the party now in power. 

To-day the issue of free trade and protection is more clearly 
drawn between the great parties than for a generation, and, 
thanks to the frankness of the gentlemanly leader of the mi
nority, the country :o.ow knows exactly where each party stands 
on the tariff-the Repub1ican Party standing for a tariff which 
as nearly as possible makes up the difference between the cost 
of production in this and competing countries, while the Demo
cratic Party stands for a free-trade policy, except where it is 
necessary to ha>e some duty levied in order to raise revenue. 
With this line-up we are content, and confidently appeal to the 
good judgment of the people, with an abiding faith that they 
will see and do the right. 

The wool indush·y has been an important factor in our de
velopment as a nation; it has also played its part in the making 

. of other nations. With us for seyeral generations it has been 
the football of political battles, and while the men who by their 
labor have produced it have toiled and worked . to make for 
themselves and families an honest living, statesmen have argued 
pro and con the right and necessity of its protection. It shall 
not be my purpose at this time to take up the matter of a 
tariff on manufactured wool or woolens, at the same time our 
people realize that unless the home manufacturer of woolens is 
protected against the foreign manufacturer they have no mar
ket, and no matter how high the duty on raw wool may be, they 
receive no benefit from it. I leave this, however, for men who 
haYe made it a study and are familiar with its details. What 
little I shall say will be in behalf of the men who raise the 
sheep to produce the wool; the men of southwestern Pennsyl
vania, West Virginia, and eastern Ohio, who_ have, by,years of 
toil and study, brought this industry to -its present high stand
ard; who ba>e succeeded in producing the finest wool of its 
kind grown anywhere in the entire world, and who to-day are 
willing to meet you in any reasonable reducti9n of duty and 
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adjust themselves to the new rates, provided they can continue 
in the business and make a reasonable profit. I ha·rn talked 
with many of these men, and they believe that if the findings 
of the Tariff Board on Schedule K are accepted and enacted 
into law they can continue at a small profit, but if you reduce 
the duty below that line you have simply made a present of that 
much to the woolgrowers of Aush·alia, and at the same time 
our people will pay the same prices for clothing made of wool 
grown in foreign countries, the product of foreign · labor and 
foreign capital, while the domestic industry will be gradually 
destroyed. This is no theory, but a demonstrated fact. 

Prior to the passage of the so-called Wilson bill the rich hills 
and fertile valleys of that section, so well adapted to this in
dustry, were dotted everywhere with sheep. The sheep raisers 
were prosperous, and as a result the communities were also 
prosperous. And then came the. change, and in 1896 the flocks 
had disappeared from our hills. 'l'he sheep were sold for 50 
cents and $1 per head, " for mutton only " was an accomplished 
fact. 

With the return of the Republican Party to power and the 
passage of the Dingley law these same men, anxious to again 
engage in this business, sent to other parts of the country for 
sheep, but it was 10 years at least before the industry was 
again firmly established, and millions of dollars had been lost 
to that section of the country. Do you wonder, then, that our 
people look with disfa·vor on this attempt to repeat the condi
tions of 1896? 

In 1909, for my own county of Greene, the Census Bureau 
gives the following data: 
Farms on which sheep are raised------------------------- 1, 615 
Fleeces of wool marketed_______________________________ 135: 791 
Number of wool-bea1:ing sheep___________________________ 141, 373 
Number of pounds of wool produced______________________ 842, 495 
Value (practically 30 cents per pound) ____________________ $291, 447 

'.rhis county has a population of but 30,000 people. Assuming 
that on each farm there will be an average of six persons. and 
you have- almost one-third of the entire population engaged 
partly in the raising of sheep. The reduction of the duties, as 
proposed by the Underwood bill, will mean a loss, as I figure it, 
of more than $50,000 annually to the people of this county 
alone-will take away all the profit from the industry and in a 
few years destroy it entirely. 

In 1890 Fayette County is reported as producing 1i3,904 
pounds of wool and Somerset County 79,557 pounds. In 1909, 
Fayette County produced but 37,865 pounds and Somerset 
County 42,954 pounds. This decrease in production in these two 
counties can in part be accounted for by the fact that during 
this period the mineral resources of these counties have been 
developed to a great extent, and this has made the raising of 
sheep unprofitable, but it also goes to show that but one of these 
thret counties has in any way recovered from the almost com
plete destruction of the industry from 1893 to 1896. 

Mr. Chairman, in considering this bill we are face to face with 
the question of whether the tariff on wool shall be such ns will 
protect our citizens who raise sheep on land worth from $60 
to $100 p<:>r acre, · where they must feed the sheep grain many 
months of the year, where they employ men who recein' living 
wages and who enjoy the benefits of our high standard of living; 
who pay taxes to keep up the best of schools, build good roads, 
and make for themselves and families a community life of cul
ture and refinement, ·or whether that tariff shall be one for 
revenue only, too small to give any adequate protection to our 
own people, who have their money invested and have giyeu the 
best years of their lives to the study of this industry, nnd which 
will compel our people to compete with the countries "':iere land 
is worth but a few dollars per acre, where the sheep graze 12 
months of the year, where men live like uncivilized beiug·s on 
the unkept, boundless domains of a country where modern liv
ing and culture are unknown. 

Our Government spends millions of dollars annually in sending 
out reports and valuable information to the people who live 
from the product of the soil, and I take pride in the fact that 
it does all this. but Congress sits up nights devising laws which 
make the work of the farmer unprofitable and thus dri\e the 
younger men into other fields of activity. 

Back in feudal times the demands ·of war frequently sus
pended the operation of industries for long periods and thus 
defayed the industrial progress of the world. To-day w-e nre 
seeing the demands of partisan politics accomplish the same 
purpose, and what in former centuries was a game of conq11est 
is now a conflict of those forces which would by industry and 
labor work out the common weal, as against that baser side of 
human nature which seeks to make of prejudice and indolence 
a condition whereby our citizens are turned from the useful 
arts, and are made to believe the Government owes them a liv
ing, instead of teaching them that they .owe our Go.vernment 
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setts [Mr. PE-TEns.}, said here in the debater wherr questioned by. their loyal support, in orde1· that it may the better protect 
them in thei1' 1n.bors and secure them and those who come afteT 
them in their right- of life, liberty, und the· pursuit of happiness. 

The greatest function of Government is to gi,-e people (Jf)pm:
tunity, opportunity to work and receive tl'l.e prupei~ reward for 
their labor; opportunity to grow and devel-0p the powers with 
which they are eudowed by nature. 

This oor people ask and demand-nothing more, nothin-g less. 
l\lr. Chairman, so long as I shall serve in. th-is great legisla:

ti"Ve body I want to be counted on file human side of e:yery 
problem, and I belie-ve the unc.erbi:inty- of' legislation affecting 
industries. is the· greatest menace to industrial prosperity, and, 
as a result, a men-ace to human progress. [Loud applause.] 

· my eolleague from Ohio- L-fr. LoNGWOR"TH], in respopse to the 
inquiry of l\:Ir._ LONGWORTH,. that it did not make any difference, 
in his- judgment, i:fl he Im.€w that the rate proposed in this bill,_ 
namely, 20· per c~t, would absolutely- wipe out the industry, 
t'hat that would not be- considered at all, tfta.t the only tlling our 
friend's, the Democrats,. were considering was the raising ot 
revenue. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Ohio [Mt WILLTs.] 
fs recogniz~ for· on.e hom·. 

It has been stated Ilere· that fn time to come when the· reve
nue would not be needed, then that the duty should b.e abso
lutely and'. unqualified'ly abelisll-ed.. Irr. other words; it is now 
known to the farmers. or this cm.mtry- and the sheepmen of 
thi"s. co.untry that it is ·11roposed absoltrtely to· put woor upon the 
free list just as soon as· it c.an oe .. done. Why, it is said here in 
the committee report that: was made· fast summer; and I read 
ll'om i't; you will find'. it on page 26 of the report of the Ways 
and Ueans Committee:. 

rt is mafntaine<I by a very large nnmbel' or· our best economists. and 
statesmen-

I SUVIJOSB" Ire refers tu· Democ1·atic economists· and statesmen

lllr. WILLIS; l\fr: Chairman and gentlemen of the com.mittee, 
a:t this late hour of' the evenfn0 I ha-ve an annottncement to
make that I . thin.K will be rather popular; :md that fs that I 
do not e."'Cpect to occupy nearly all of the time that has been 
assigned to me. l thank the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. _ 
FosTEBT for the appia:use which everybody feels like ghing, 
but which he' was gooCE enough n-ot to give. However, .!\.fr. Chair
man, representfug as r do one of the great woolgrowing dis'
trie ts of' this country, I should: feel that I would be remiss· in 
my duty if li did n.ot say something- about this bill, which:, as I 
understand it, is extremely inimical to tlie interests. of a large 
number of the people whom I represent and not beneficial to 
anyone, and which, if en-acted1 irrto Iaw, would mean praetieally 
the destruction of the sheep industry, particularly in Ohi0, 
PeI\nsylvania;, and- West Virginia-that section known in· the 
repo:rt of" the Tartfr Rorrrd as the Ohio region. I think ¥ can 
show before I close that this is mrdoubtedly" the easer and that 
the majority 1n. their report practically suy that if this biir be
comes-a law the industry in what is. known: as the Ohi-0 region 
must either very materially change its form or absolutely cease 
to exist. If this concourse with its sad assemblag:e of mourners 
is tO' be. regarded as a sort of :fiunereal occasion, if the- wool 
industry is to be consigned to destruction, it seems .. to· me that 
what little the friends 0<:f that great industry have to say about 
it would better be· saict before the· industry is cfead. I am re
minded of that little stanza of poetry which my- friend: from 
South Caroli.nu [l\Ir: FINLEY], with his peetic instincts, will 
appreciate, ::n1d. which runs like- this: 

. It iS maintained.. by a very large number- of our f>est economists and 
sfate.s~fr that the econumic s1tu.atian involved in oui' rapid progress 
as ru Nation: requires that OUl' ports should be. thrown1 op.en to the irru
pocta.ti.on- of. wool free <Jf. du.ty; and- this view. based on the most pro
fownf consideratiQil ot: the public wel.f.a.re, has found expression fu. Demo
era:tie- Iegi.slaii~n. It is the constant intent 0:1' the Democratic Party 

· to· make the lllll'den:. of' tar.ire taxes aSJ light as p.essible. fol' the people., 
and to lev:y tariff" taxes on a revenue basis as promptly n.s possible,. for 
the. party reCDgnizes no, justlficutfon whatevel' for tariff taxes.. except the 
necessity of reven:ue-. 

Later on in the same report it is said: 
The- bill, H. R. 1.1010-, is not to be construed as an: abandonment of 

aDJY' :Democratic: policy, but in: vie.w o:Jl the· Democratic:. platform for_ a 
gradual reduction of the twifi'-

And, by the way, as. w.e- ge a:l'6ng; i::fr that is; the a:ttitude· of 
the Democratic Party, when you: bL'oug.ht in: the sugnx bill the 
other- day this platform declaration ouglit to have been con~ 
sidered in regard to- a " gm.dual " red'.uction of the tariff.. 
an:dl ot the- depreted: and. de]lleting conditi-On of the- Pt1blic Treasury

Is: not that awfuI? Of course- everybody. Imew at the time 
thn:t tliat statement was- a fiction" and: the< logic of events has 
absolutely proved: it ta be so, because- the "depleted Treasury" 
turned out to have a surplus of' something ove1L $40,000,ooo-. 

And of the deplete<f and depleting- condition of tbe Public Treasury, a 
result of Republican extravagance-, a tariff of 20- pen· cent ad valorem on 
raw wool is now proposed as a revenue. necessity. 

A rose to- the !fvfug is more- than sumptnolli! wreaths ta the- dead:; 
In filling Love's· iniinite store, a rose- to the living- is mar.e,. In other wor~ it i.s perfectly clea.r that till.ere· fs. no inteIFtion 
If graciously i;Lven: befure the hungering spirit has fled~ - to maintain any protective duty whatever on · wool. ] think I 
A rose to· the' living is more than sumptrums wreaths to the dead, : am perfectly fair in making that statement and a.m. not mis· 
So_, in harmony with the- spirit of that stanza· of poet:i;y, J; want repJTesentin.g: anybody. So the wool~i:owers &:f the country ought 

ta viace a few littl-e flowers. at the feet of the wool industry of to understand'. that they a.re· f:a.ee- to face with the proposition 
thls country rather than to- place sumptuous wreaths upon its ot: free- wool. We- h.av-e torn the rna.slt aside, and we- know wbelfe 
coffin, for that is wfiat I should have to do if I spoke. after this om good. fI:iends tlre enemy are located on this proposition. 
bill became a law. Now, I want to say, lUr. Cll:::1.irman, that, so. fax- as I am con.-

This d.ebate,. wh1ctL has been. prolonged rath.e£ extensivel~,. is cerned personally,. I. am noli altogether atisfi.ed wiili some pro
useful in ni good many ways. To my mind one: of the- things visions ill the- p1·esent ta:rif:ll on_ raw wool. All wool-growers axe 
coming out of" it that is the most. valuable is the fact trurt in we11 ac.qu:l'inted with tlre fac.t tha..t because of the peculiar 
connection with the debates had on. this bill last summer, it has elasstiicu:.tion nnd provisions irr the· exis~ law washed wool of 
IDa<le the position of the: gentlemen a.cross the aisle with ref- class. 2 eomes in at the- same rate as- unwashed wooL Every 
e-rence to the- wooll industry and the. other i.ndustries of this 1 woolgrower. know the- importer takes advan:t:ige of that and 
e.ountry absolutely clear. As was said just now by my· friend brings in large qllllilliities o;ll washed: w.00.L; in fact, there is 
from Pennsyivn:nia [Mr_ CRAGoJ, some of us. in certain sections :r;ira:ctica,lly no1 unwashed wool of the seeond elass brought in. 
<1f the Union nave known of gentlemen running on. the. Demo- This practice red11ces: the- shrinkage of imported wools. and 
eratic ticket and asserting that th-ey. were: good protectionists. thereby> crowds out our o.wn wool. The.n, in, the: econ.~ plu.ce, 
This debate has torn the mask off that proposition, hec.ause- we tbrou.gh the operation_ 0.:t the- skirting clause, w-hieh will. be 
ha.Ye heard it asserted' here· by the- leader across the aisle~ we found very carefully referred to in th~ report off the Tari.ff 
have had official pronouncement to the effec.t that the Demo- Board,. pages: 287 to 293,. volume l,_ advantage· ia a.gain taken of 
cratic Party does not stand for any such thing as protection. to the farmer : · 
any industry. For example, here in. deoate the other day on the 'l?hese provision:s- lllTU con±aineQ: in paragraph' 3"68 of theo a-et of 1900. 
suga1r bill the distingnisbed, able, and courteous leader of the which is as- follows : '"' Th-e- duty upon. woo1 of the sheep or ha.i.J.: of the 
Democracy, the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. l'.J'NDER.WOOD], camel, :mgol'a goat, alpaca, and other like animals, of class r and cla:ss. 
said in resnonse to an inquiry b-v the !!'entle.JL.an ftom Louisiana 2; which; sha-ll be imported: in.; any otbe.r than- oudfnary condition.. or 

·le' ,, = which. has been sottedJ on in.creased' iTu valtre' by the rejection. of any part 
[~. RRoussAHD] that he did not know what eff.eet that bill of the. original :fleece, silall be twke the du.tJI· to. which it w.ould. be 
would have upon the· sngar industry of Louisiana-proposing otherwise., subject: P1·avi"det:i, That skirted wools· as imported irr i890 
legislation not knowing whether it wemld strike down or de- and pl'f.o"r. thereta :ri:e herebr excepted: 
stro;}r an industry; a:nd tllat was. followed up a little later in As has been explained here by two or three 00entlemen who 
that same debate by arr admission: of" another distinguished 1 Ila:ve- spoken, in Australia;. they- will take- a tl.eece and Iuy it on a 
lender on that side of tlie House, the gentleman from Georgia, fable 01·· the floor and cut oft the cllrtier portion, the ress: vaiuable 
in which he· Eaid substantially- that he. was- willing to go · portion,. and keep in the fleece- only the best and cleanest wool. 
further than the gentleman from Alabama:_ He. said that in Ills: Then, under the· " skirting:- clause;" this skirted fleece is· brought 
opinion it would absolutely destroy the industry- in that State; into Olli! country-, and, of course, everybody- understands it must 
and then upon the-question of the wool industry it has been. said lia v-e a. very tow 1-ate of: shrinkage, as low as· 4-0 per cent, and, in 
.upon this floor sevelial times in the course of. this deb:rte. ad- marry· fleeces~ much. lowe~ than that Now the' Tn:riff Boa:rd 
mitte"d in the -reports et the. committee, beth upon trus bill at · refers· to· that fn a very· interesting wa-y, and r want to trespass 
this time- and upon a sim.ira..r bill last summer; n:bsoiutely · on the good nature of· the committee long· enough to caJl atten
officially admitted~ that it is going very se-iiiously to erfpple· the tion to. th~ir- statement, because some. of my friends- on the other 
indnsh·y~ if not absolutely to destroy it, and. ai membel:' of' the- side-of the aisle- ha.ve- not reag: the' report of the- Thriff Baard. 
Committee on Ways and l\.feans, the- gentleman from Massaehu- I knew some of them have not, else Urey wouTd not make tfie 
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statements they have made. Why, it bas been stated here that 
there is not anything new in this report of the Tariff Board. It 
was said that the information acquired might just as well have 
been acquired by correspondence. The gentleman who makes 
that kind of statement surely does not have the materials of 
the report of this Tariff Board well in mind. 

I think in regard to the details of the wool industry in the 
United States and elsewhere that this is the greatest work 
that has eyer been undertaken by any nation. There never has 
been any such collection of materials at first band. They did 
not simply write to somebody. Why, it has been said their 
men were sent abroad. Certainly they were sent abroad. They 
went into the sheep-raising districts of Australia and South 
America and made careful personal investigation; that was the 
only way in which they could get at the facts and report to 
this Tariff Board. 

It is a very voluminous report, and they show some interest
ing facts at page 382, volume 2, on the subject I have just dis
cussed. I want to read part of their statement, because I 
think it is very valuable information: 

The complaint of the gl'O\\er of domes tic wools that be is not now and 
bas not during all these years been receiving the amount of protection 
nominally extended by the 11-cent duty on the grease pound is based 
upon the heavy shrinkage of the domestic fl eece as against the light
condltioned skirted wools selected for impor tation primarily for their 
large net , yield. An examina tion of the existing duties will show that 
the schedule is constructed upon the theory that wool shrinks 66i 
per cent Jn the scouring. Since, however, it is certain that the wools 
actually imported shrink something less than 40 per cent, it is obvious 
that instead of paying $11 duty for every 33! pounds of.actual wool 
brought in, the importer is really securing some 60 pounds at a rate 
~f not to exceed 18 cents pe!:' scoured pound. 

In order that this matter may be more clearly understood, the board 
bas prepared a tabular statement in which the fllll effect of shrink.ages 
upon the actual operation of the existing wool duties is shown: 

Present grease-pound 1·ates u;ith computed scou1·ed-pound equivalents . . 

Shrinkage. 

'i5 per cent..··-·····-·····-······--··················· 
70 per cent ..•...•................ ··--····-····-··-- .. . 
Cli per cent ..•... -·-··-··--··-.·--· .. ··-····--··-·-· .. . 
CO per cent ...... ·-···_····- .... ·--· .... ····-··· ... ··-. 
f5 per cent .......... _._ ..... ·- ...... _ ....... __ ........ . 
liO per cent .• __ -· .... __ ·---·· .. ·-·-. ___ ·-_ .. _._ .... _ ... . 
45 per cent. ___ ....... ·-· ........ __ -· .. ···- ......... ·--. 
40 per cent ..•....•.... -· .•... -·· __ ................ ·- .. . 
~5 per cent .... -·--·.·--·-.·- ..... __ ... ·- .... __ .... _ ... . 
::o per cent •.•.••.• ·-. __ ........... _ ......•............. 
25 per cent·-····--.·-···-- .. __ -··.-·- ......... __ ...... . 
20 i::er cent_. __ .-·· ____ .............. _ ..... ··- ..... -- .. . 

Actual duty on scoured 
content. 

Class I 
wools.
Duty per 
pound, 

11 cents. 

$0.44 
.36~ 
.31f 
• '1:14 
.24! 
.22 
.20 
.18! 
.lfiH 
.157. 
.14j 
.13{ 

Class II 
wools.
Duty per 
pound, 

12 cents. 

$0.48 
.40 
.34f 
.30 
.2Gj 
.24 
.21..fr 
.20 
.l8f:1 
.11; 
.16 
.15 

Gentlemen can readily figure tllat out for themselves. Of 
course, everybody knows that is true. But let us see how it 
works out. Suppose that the law operated as it was intended 
that it should operate. In that case if you bought 100 pound8 
of wool in the foreign market and it was brought in here and 
would shrink 66! per cent, you would have left 331 pounds of 
wool. That would make the rate what the law intended it 
should be--that is, 33 cents on the scoured pound. As a mat
ter of fact how does it work out? Under this skirting clause, 
of which I have spoken, the importer goes into the foreign 
market and buys wool that shrinks not 66! per cent, but wool 
that shrinks 40 per cent or less. Then out of his 100 pounds of 
wool, instead of having 33! pounds, he will have GO pounds, and 
if he divides the amount of duty which h has to pay-$11 on 
the 100 pounds-by 60 instead of 331, under the supposed ar
rangement, it will be seen that the farmer has not been getting 
anything like 33 cents protection on the scoured pound. He is 
really getting only about 18 cents protection ou the scoured 
pound. Here is the thing I am objecting to. Under the present 
law the farmer has been charged with receiving a protection of 
11 cents a pound on grease. wool or 33 cents a pound on scoured 
wool. The fact is he has not received it. He has received only 
a little over one-half of wbat he was really entitled to under the 
law. 

l\Ir. TIAKER. l\Ir. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
The CHAIRMA.i.~. Does · the gentleman from Ohio yield to 

the gentleman from California? 
l\Ir. WILLIS. I do, with pleasure. 
Mr. RAKER. I want to say to the gentleman that that has 

been understood by the sheepmen of California for many years, 
and they have been trying to get recognition and have it reme
died, but they have not got it. How, may I ask, will the gentle
man remedy that? 

Mr. WILLIS. ·Speaking frankly, but not seriously, I think 
the reason why that has not been remedied heretofore is be
cause the gentleman from California and myself have not been 
inCongressheretofore. That is the occasion for it. [Laughter.] 

Now, l\fr. Chairman, I wish to insert in the RECORD certain 
tables--

Mi:. FINLEY. Mr. Chairman, since the gentleman from Ohio 
an<l the gentleman from California are in Congress now, will 
that be remedied? [Laughter.] 

l\Ir. WILLIS. I have no doubt of it. In the next Congress 
I hope to be here, and I hope the gentleman from California 
[Mr. RAKER] will also be here, for if the people of his district 
are going to have a Democrat here I should prefer that they 
should send him, and I will say the same also of the gentle
man from South Carolina [Mr. FINLEY]. For what would 
this Congress be without his loving and serene smile? [Laugh
ter and applause.] 

Now, l\fr. Chairman, as to the result of this skirting clause-
1\Ir. SLOAN. l\Ir. Chairman, would it be in order to call for 

a vote on the proposition of the gentleman from South Caro
lina? [Laughter.] 

Mr. WILLIS. I object to that, because I do not wish to have 
my friend humiliated by a vote on that proposition. [Laughter.] 

Now, as to the result of this skirting clause to which I have 
referred the Tariff Board says, on page 382 of volume 2, that 
in wools with a shrinkage of 40 per cent the actual rate on 
the scoured wool nets per pound 18! cents instead of 339-, as the 
supporters of the law supposed. In wools with a shrinkage of 
35 per cent the rate on the scoured pound is only 16 cents. That 
shows t he reason for the dissatisfaction on the part of the wool
growers with the present law, and consequently I am very glad 
to have the opportunity to comment upon certain things in that 
section. In this connection I desire to add an extract from an 
address recently delivered before the Ohio woolgrowers by 
Gov. Gooding, of Idaho : 

To the woolgrowcrs it is a well-known fact that some parts of the 
fleece are very much lighter than other parts. It is by selecting the 
lightest fleeces that can be found in the world and then taking the 
lightest ·part of .these fleeces that the importers beat Schedule K when 
shipping wool into America. Now let me show you how the im
porter beats Schedule K and you will understand why we want that 
schedule revised and the duty on wool assessed on the clean contents of 
a pound of wool. He looks the whole world over for light sbrinld.ng 
wool to ship to America; in fact, the whole wool world has been 
pitted against Schedule K. In Australia they go so far as to " willow " 
the fleeces. " Willowing " them means shaking them over a wire screen 
so as to remove all the dirt possible. The lightest fleeces of the tlock 
are taken ; the dirty wool around the neck, legs, and belly are taken 
out. This is called "skirting." In this way it is plain to be seen bow 
all the lightest fleeces and the lightest parts of the fleece are shipped 
into America. The same is done in South America, and a phrase has 
grown up in the wool markets to-day, in speaking of a light fleece ot 
wool, as being " fit for the American trade." Not that America needs 
any different kind of wool than any other country on earth, but being 
light in shrinkage, more clean wool can be brought in for 11 cents 
per pound. For instance, we will buy 100 pounds of wool in the Lon
don market, ship it to America, and pay the duty of $11. We will 
scour it and we find that we have washed away 66~ pounds of dirt and 
grease and have 33~ pounds of clean wool left. This is just what the 
law presumes will happen with wool that is shipped into this country. 
But Mr. Importer never buys that class of wool. He takes the lightest 
he can find, and the average wool that he ships in here .will- not shrink 
more than 40 per cent. Now we will buy the second hundred pounds 
of wool, ship it to America, and pay the $11 duty. We will scour it 
and we find that we have washed away 40 pounds of dirt and grease 
and have 60 pounds of clean wool left. So we find that we have im
ported into this country, under Schedule K, 60 pounds of scoured wool 
for $11 instead of 33~ pounds, as the law presumes is being done. So 
this is the way Mr. Importer bas beaten Schedule K and bas nearly 
cut our protection in two. 

Mr. SHARP. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield to me 
for a question? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Ohio yield to his 
colleague? 

Mr. WILLIS. Yes; I shall be very glad to yield to my col
league from Ohio. 

Mr. SHARP. Is not this true, that another element that 
enters largely into the dissatisfaction of the woolgrowers is 
tile fart that whereas there is not now and never has been such 
a relation as that which we call a "trust" or "trust system" 
among the woolgrowers, there has been, and is to-day, recognized 
quite generally more or less, a sort of combination between the 
buyers of the product, so that there is really no actiYe compe
tition among the bidders for the product of the woolgrowers? I 
ask that question because I find that state of affairs to exist in 
my own district, and I have been informed to that effect else
where by a reputable woolgrower. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, the observation of my colleague 
from Ohio [l\Ir. SHARP] is correct. There is no combination 
among the farmers. They shear their sheep and ha Ye their 
little clip of wool, and they have no opportunity for combination. 
On the other band, there is opportunity for combination on the 
other side, and that combination has undoubtedly existed amon~ 
the great buyers in the eastei:n markets. 
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I migbt say another thing, and that is this: Every rumor 
of a proposed change in the tariff )aw is laid hold of by the 
wholesale buyers of wool to beat down the price paid to the local 
buyer, the farmer, and the woolgrower. I dare say that as a 
result of the agitation of the \VO.Ol question in the last two cJr 
three years in some parts of the country wool has been practi
cally sold on a free-trade basis and the woo1growers have lost 
millions of dollars without the price of clothing being reduced 
one penny. I honestly believe that is true. I doubt whetller the 
protection has exceeded in some instances 2 or 3 cents per grease 
pound. That is not true generally, but it applies in certain 
places. 

Now, if we change this tariff, Mr. Chairman, it seems to me 
we ought to exercise a good deal of discretion and care in de
termining the kind of ta1•iff that we shall adopt. We should de
cide intelligently whether it shall be an ad valorem duty or a 
specific duty. I am strongly in favor of a specific duty, based 
on the scoured content of the wool imported. 

Mr. RAKER. l\Ir. Chairman, will the gentleman yield for a 
question right there? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from Ohio yield to the 
gentleman from California? 

Ur. WILLIS. Certainly. 
Mr. RAKER. I want to state to the gentleman that in south

ern Oregon and in California, where my home is, last year wool 
was selling at from 9 to 12 cents a pound, and the owner, ship
ping that wool from 50 to 200 miles, pays the freight on it him
self. Now, where does he get any consideration? 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, undoubtedJy that is one of the 
cases that I was jnst referring to. It is quite evident that in 
the case to which the gentleman from California adverts the 
wool is sold practically on a free-trade basis. 

Now, I want to call attention to the fact that the matter 
which the gentleman from California referred to absolutely 
disposes of the Democratic contention that the amount of the 
tariff is added to the price of the article. I thank the gentle
man from California for that suggestion. It disposes of that 
argument effectively. · • 

Mr. RAKER. If the gentleman will pardon a suggestion, I 
want to say that the eastern buyers tell the farmer that they 
can not get anything for the wool. Then they fool around for 
two or three months, and finally they get the sheep raiser or the 
farmer to sell his wool for pradically nothing. The corobina~ 
tion and the men concerned in the wool monopoly in the Ea.st 
are the fellows. that have been reaping the reward that the 
farmers and the woolgrowers should have had. 

Mr. WILLIS. That is precisely the point that ·my friend 
from Ohio [Mr. SHARP] referred to. Now, the woolgrowers of the 
country are interested in having at least two changes made in the 
existing law. Of course I do not need to say that they expect 
and hope that an adequate protection to equalize the difference 
in costs of production here and abroad will still be afforded to. 
their industry. I think I do not misstate tbe matter when I 
say that . every time that farmers and woolgrowers have met 
together any.where in this country within the last two or tm·ee 
years and have discussed the subject they have unanimously 
.adopted resolutions saying, ''We want, first, not au ad valorem 
duty, but a specific duty; and we desire, second, that that duty 
shall be levied on the basis of the scoured content." That, of 
course, would do a way with the inequalities of the skirting clause. 

Upon that point, it seems to me, there is another reason why 
we should have a specific duty. If we have an ad valorem duty 
at the time when the world price of wool is low, and wben, 
therefore, our woolgrowers need protection the most, and when 
by the same token the manufacturers need cheap wool the least, 
under this ad valorem duty th~t is the time when wool aomes 
in most freely. In other words, under the operation of the ad 
valorem scheme, it makes it easier to import wool at the time 
when you need it the least. On the other bnnd, suppose the 
world price of wool is high and you have an ad valorem duty. 
When the world price is high aud the producers in this coun
try therefore will not need the protection so much, and when 
the manufaeturers of woolen goods need the opportunity to get 
wool with which to carry on their business, then, under the 
operation of your ad va1orem system, you mark up the duties. 
Do you not see that it makes it still more difficult? In other 
words, the system of ad valorem duties on the importation of 
wool works exactly the reverse of what it ought to. It makes 
it easier to bring wool into the country w'hen th~ country does 
not need it, and makes it more difficult to bring it into the 
country when the country does need it. 

On the other hand, a specific duty will work just the reverse 
of an ad valorem duty, because when the world price of wool 
ts low-and when the producers, therefore, need protection the 

most-if you have a specific duty then, relatively, it will be 
high. On the other hn.nd, when the world price of wool is high, 
and when, therefore. it is desirable that there should be im
portations, the specific duty will 'be relatively lower, and im
portations can be . bad. In other words, the system of specific 
duties works automatically~just as we want it to work-and 
the system of ad valorem duties works automatically-just as 
we do not want it to work; it is just the reverse of what we 
want. This system of ad valorem duties is like a rain-making 
machine that will work only in wet weather. It is like a stove 
that will burn only in July. It accentuates the very thing 
you do not want, and when you do want it you can not get 
relief under it. For that reason the woolgrowers of thJs country 
want a specific duty, and for the reasons I have already given 
they want that specific duty levied on the basis of the scoured 
content. 

Mr. SHARP. Will the gentleman yield for ·a question? 
Mr. WILLIS. Yes. . 
Mr. SHARP. I ask the question purely for information, be

cause I am greatly interested in the gentleman's splendid 
exposition of this subject. Has the gentleman. in his study of 
this question of the relative merits of a specific duty and an ad 
valorem duty, run up against any difficulties in putting into 
practice the specific duty? I assume it to be true that you wl11 
find different values of scoured wool. Certain kinds of scoured 
wool will be worth very much more, perhaps, than other kinds. 
I would like to ask, for information, the manner in which the 
gentleman-would meet that situation so tha.t there would be no · 
inequality or liability to fraud in grading these different kinds 
of scoured wool. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, that is a very proper and 
pertinent question, and the gentleman from Ohio [Mr. SH.A.RP], 
with his usual frankness and cleamess, has stated it as well as 
it could be stated. 

That is one of the difficulties that you always are bound to . 
run against in a system of specific duties. I do not know of 
any way by which you can avoid a little inequality; but I will 
say to my friend that it seems to me· the inequalities that 
will proceed from the difference in values of the differing 
varieties of wool will be so slight compared with the inequal
ities that grow out of the ad valorem system that they are 
practically negligible. I am frank to state that there is that 
objection, but I do not ki1ow how you could draft a law that 
would entirely meet it. 

l\Ir. HILL. The gentleman is exactly right, but the difficulty 
will be greatly relieved by the better ascertainment of the value 
of the wool when it is scoured and tested, and the price in the 
market will regulate the value of the wool. 

l\fr. WILLIS. I thank my friend for his suggestion. I think 
this will very largely obviate the difficulty. 

l\Ir. RAKER. Will my distinguished colleague from Ohio 
yield for a question? 

Mr. WILLIS. I yield. 
Mr. RAKER. Would there be nny difficulty in enforcing the 

ad valorem duty in importing wool? 
Mr. WILLIS. I am glad of that suggestion. There undoubt

edly would be great invitation to fraud under a system of ad 
valorem duties. ·n would be a matter very difficult to guard 
against. · 

l\fr, RA.KER. Just how? I should Uke to have the gentle
man give an illustration. 

M.r. WILLIS. A number of consignments of wool will come 
in on the same steamer, and they may have been purchased at 
dif:Ierent prices. There is no standard of prices. The pricP.s 
may vai·y in the same market, as is shown in volume 2 of the 
report. When you ljldertake to levy ad ralorem duties you will 
have difficulty in asce1·taining the actual rnlue of the wool, and 
there will be a premium all the time upon fraud; whereas if 
you levy a specific duty on the basis of the scoured content 
there is no trouble about that, because, as was explained by 
the gentleman from Connecticut [l\Ir. HILL], whether it is fleec~ 
wool or a woolen suit, there is no difficulty ut all 1n telUng 
almost immediately and with practically no expense what tbe 
actual amount of scoured wool is in the garment or in the fleece. 
This is done by the carbonizing test-through the use of sulphuric 
acid. 

l\Ir. RAKER. Will the gentleman yield? 
l\fr. WILLIS. With pleasure. 
Mr. RAKER. There is not much wool imported in the scoured 

form, is there? 
Mr. WILLIS. Not under the present system. 
Mr. RA.KER. Now, if you put 19 cents ou the scoured con

tent, would not there be just as much opportunity for fraud as 
there is in the duty on the greased wool? 
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Mr. WILLIS. No; there is no difficulty at all in determin

ing the scoured content in any given quantity of wool. 
Mr. RAKER. Is there not a great chance for fraud on the 

question of how much the shrinkage would be? 
l\fr. WILLIS. No; I do not think there is much opportunity 

for fraud there. I think in the markets of the world there ls 
no difliculty about it. Anyone skilled in the wool business can 
take a sample from a sack of wool, no matter what the condi
tion is, and they can tell you approximately what the scoured 
content will be. I think the chance of fraud is very much less 
than under the ad valorem system. 

Now, Ur. Chairman, without taking the time of the com
mittee to read it fully, I want to refer to a statement in volume 
2, page 394, of the report, which is as follows: 

The economic objection to an ad valorem duty on wool arises trom 
the fact that the amount of duty paid, since it fluctua tes with the 
foreign value of the commodity, would not be adjusted to the needs of 
the Government, of the consumer, nor of the American woolgrower. A 
speculative change in the market which increased the price of wool 
would automatically lead to an increase in the amount of duty at the 
very time that the manufacturer is most hampered by the existing high 
price, when the consumer most needs retie!, and the woolgrower is 
most prosperous. On the other hand, a fall i.n price brings a reduction 
of duty at a time when the woolgrower is at greatest disadvantage 
and when manufacturers can best atrord to pay the tax. 

'l'he tendency of sheep breeding all over the world is toward cross
breds, and the advocates of ad valorem wool duties have complained 
that under the present system of specific duties crossbreds can be 
Imported more favorably than merinos, a.nd that when the market for 
crossbreds declines the advantage in favor of the crossbreds la still 
further increased. During the season 1906--7, which was a normal one, 
the specific duty on South American crossbreds, taking into account 
the prices then prevailing in the foreign markets, was equivalent to an 
ad valorem rate of about ,43-45 p"01" cent. In the following season, 
1907-8, including the time of the financial panic, prices abroad declined 
steadily, so that in May, 1908, the specific duty on the same grade of 
crossbred wool was equivalent to an ~d valorem rate of 75 per cent. 
By thus increasing the ad valorem equivalent when foreign prices are 
low and decreasing it when foreign prices are high the specific duty 
automatically protects American woolgrowers against declines in the 
wool markets abroad and at the same time favors the American buyer 
when the foreign wools increase in value. In the case of drought or 
other calamity in the American woolgrowing industry and overproduc
tion abroad, or vice versa, the specific duties would have a correetive 
tendency. Ad valorem duties would act in an entirely contrary man
ner--decreasing with the decline of values abroad and increasing with 
the rise of foreign markets. thus tending to throw ope.n the American 
market to foreign wools in times of depression, when they could least 
withstand such pressure, and, on the other hand, when there was a 
i<;-Jc~~lie~f a~~~~d~t home and _prices- soared, it would be impossible to 

America occupies a unique position among the nations with regard 
to her woolgrowing and woo manufacturing, having practically no 
outlet for either in foreign markets. The American woolo-rower ls 
entirely depe.ndent upon the home market. If the basic idea of the duty 
on wools is to give the domestic grower permanent protection, it should 
remain as uniformly etrectlve as possible under all changes of foreign 
conditions (shortage, overproduction, etc.). Ad valorem duties would 
not accomplish this, being inetrectlve in times of overproduction and 
low prices abroad and giving an unnecessarily high protection in times 
of scarcity and high prices in foreign countries. 

It seems to me that this succinct statement shows that it 19 
very desirable that we should have a specific duty on woo~ and 
that this duty should be based on the scoured pound. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, there are a few matters to which I wish 
to refer. Some of them have been covered by the gentleman 
from Wyoming [Mr. MONDELL] in his remarks, and I shall pass 
over them hastily but insert the tables in the RECoBD. These 
tables were prepared, as the gentleman from Wyoming stated, 
by S. W. McClure, secretary of the National Woolgrowers' .Asso
ciation, but I have taken the pains to verify them In every 
instance. I think I have cited the volume and page from the 
Tariff Board's report, nnd can certify that the computations are 
absolutely correct. A great many of them I made myself, so 
that I know they are right; others I have carefully checked 
over. 

The first thing to which I wish to call attention is the ques
tion of wages. It is said that we can compete with the pro
ducers of wool anywhere in the world. I deny that proposition, 
ruid say that in the first place the reason why we can not suc
cessfully compete is because of the larger labor cost per sheep. 
By these tables it is shown that in the United States the aver
age labor cost per sheep is 80 cents, in South America 23 cents, 
and in Australia 7 cents. That is for the labor outside of the 
cost of shearing the sheep. The labor cost of shearing in the 
United States is 9 cents, in Australia 7 cents, in South America. 
6 cents, and in Afiica 2 cents per sheep. So measuring from 
any standpoint the labor cost is a great deal larger in this 
country than in any of Its competitors. 

Now, if we figure it on the number of sheep in the country It 
would a.mount in this courrtry to $47,000,000, in South America 
$15,000,000, and in .Australia $7,000,000. So that you see that 
the foreign countries referred to, particularly Australia -and 
South America, have a great advantage in respect to the labor 
c:ost. 

Mr. RAKER. Has the gentleman any figures or any statistlC's 
on the question as to the kind of labor empJoyed in this country, 
as to whether it is American or foreign labor in the West? 

Mr. WILLIS. As I recollect it, the Tariff Board does not 
give any definite statement as to that. I do not know that they, 
tried to make any special investigation of that phase of the 
question. But it is brought out in the report that the labor is oil 
a much higher grade in this country than In South America, 
where they rely largely on native _labor, or in South Africa, 
where native labor is surprisingly cheap. The average monthlY, 
wages in the Transvaal are $10, in Natal $4.87, in Orange Free 
State $3.75, and in Rhodesia as low as $1.21. 

Now, another point to which I wish to Invite the attention 
of the committee is the cost of feed. I am not criticizing the 
Tariff Board in this respect; I am not criticizing them because 
they did not include interest; I am not criticizing them because 
they did not include the investment in land. Probably it would 
not have been feasible to make a computation otherwise than 
as they did, but we want to bear these things in mind in esti
mating costs. Upon that point-the feed of a sheep-some sur
prising facts are brought out You will find them in volume 2, 
page 341, or thereabouts. Here, in a word, is what appears. 

In the United States it costs the owner annually 45 cents per 
head, in South America 35 cents a head, in Africa 35 cents a 
head, but in Australia the total average cost per sheep is only 8 
cents. That is to say, the Tarifr Board finds by personal investi
gation that the feed of a sheep in Australia a yea.r costs 8 cents. 
Any gentleman knows the climate there is such that it is not 
necessary to house the sheep ; it is not necessary to make anYi 
provision for feed for winter time, because there is no winter 
time. The sheep run out o:f doors all the year round. · The 
farmers do not need to feed them and do not feed them an 
ounce of grain. The wethers that go to the slaughter pens to 

.furnish the great supply of frozen mutton that is sold all along 
the shores of the Pacific and in Europe are fattened simply 
upon the native grass, so that the men who raise wool and sheep 
in Australia have an amazing advantage from the standpc!nt of 
feed. Gentlemen will say, Why is that? I will tell you why it 
is. Tbe Government of Australia is doing more to protect its 
sheep industry than any other government in tl1e world. I am 
frank to say that it is doing more than I think a government 
ought to do. It is allowing tbe sheepmen to pasture their sheep 
upon Gov-ernment lands almost without cost, as can be seen 
from that statement. When you can pasture a sheep for a year, 
getting all the food that the sheep needs, for 8 cents, it means 
that the Government is practically giving the sheepmen of 
Australia the food for their sheep. That I have worked out 
here considerably 1n detail, but I shall not stop to state it 
fully at tbis time. I will put it in the form of a general state. 
ment here. Take the number of sheep that we have in this 
country / approximately 52,000,000. To feed them here one year 
would cost $23,000,000; in South America it would cost 
$18,000,000 ; and in Australia, $4,000,000. In other words, between 
one-fifth and one-sixth of what it costs in the United States. 

The gentleman from Wyoming [Mr. MONDELL] referred to the 
question of taxation in the United States. It is 5 cents a head 
here in the United States, in South America it is 4 cents a head, 
and in Australia 2.; cents a head. S'o that it can be seen that 
the Australian producer has an advantage there. The same 
fact is brought out if we estimate it on the total number of 
sheep. 

Another thing I wish I had time to go into, although I shall 
not take the time, is the question of transportation. A feature 
of the report of the Tariff Board that is important from a legis
lative standpoint is the relative charge for transporting wool 
to Boston, New York, and Philadelphia, the central markets to 
which all American wool goes, the markets to which imported 
wools are brought. The board finds the average charge for 
transporting 1 pound of grease wool from the western railroad 
station to the eastern market is 2 cents. From the Australian 
grower's port to the port of Boston per pound it is 2! cents. 
Passing from that, which I have gone into very carefu11y, I 
have reduced the whole thing to the basis of the .scoured pound, 
because that is the only way in which you can make a fair 
estimate, and we reach the following conclusions that are borne 
out absolutely by this report of the Tarifr B-0ard. Here is 
what we find. We find that the freight on 1 pound of scoured 
wool from the grower's railroad station to Boston in the case 
of the western United States is about 6 cents a pound. In the 
case of Australia it is 3 cents a pound, and in the case of South 
America it is 1 cent a pound. From London it is one-quarter 
of a cent a pound. In other words, here is the actual fact: 
From the great pastures where the largest amount of wool is 
produced in this country the freight rates to the Boston market 
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are, to put H Yery conservati•ely, vastly greater than they are 
from the sheep pastures of our great competitors. 

Mr. SHARP. l\1r. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
.!\Ir. WILLIS. Certainly. 
Mr. SHA.RP. In that connection has the gentleman given 

any thought or consideration to what possible influence . the 
opening of the Panama Canal will have in enabling the western 
wool, which admittedly can be raised more cheaply there than 
in any other section of our country, to reach the Boston 
markets? 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Chairman, that is a very happy suggestion 
and one of my hobbies. I, of course, have not gone into that 
question far enough to be able to say what the result will be, 
but it is my hope, as I am sure it is the hope of every other 
patriotic American, that when we get the Panama Canal 
finished and keep it in our own control-not turn it over to the 
management of some great railroad corporation-and maintain 
it and own and maintain the Panama Railroad, we will be in 
a position to see .to it that the great transcontinental railroad 
lines no longer can hold up the woolgrowers and other pro
ducers and shippers, and make them pay exorbitant prices, 
so exorbitant that they are almost shut out of the Boston mar
kets. In my judgment that will be one of the greatest benefits 
flowing from the completion of the Panama Canal. [Applause.] 

Making the same computation on the basis of the total pro
duction of wool, to bring that amount of wool from our 11 
Western .States; costs $3,400,000; from Austra.lia, it costs 
$1,700,000 ; and from England, $142,000. In other words, our 
chief competitors have a great advantage in the matter of 
freight rates. Another thing to which I wish to call attention 
very briefly is the question of the total expense- per sheep per 
year, not counting interest. We are leaving that out. The total 
expense in Ohio is $2.40; in western United States, $2.11; in 
South America, $1.15; in Australia, 93 cents; and in Africa. 
93 cents, so that we are again at a disadvantage. I referred 
before to the fact that the board in its invesigations had omit
ted interest. The board is fair and conservative, and it is 
positirnly ridiculous for anybody to say that the Tariff Board 
is the representative of anybody's tariff views. It is perfectly 
absurd. The Tariff Board does not represent anybody's tariff 
views. They are noLmaking a tariff. They are collecting facts. 
They are not the representatives of the President or of anybody 
else. 

I want to call your attention to the reason they give why 
they leave out interest. (Vol. 2, pp. 314-356.) I find I have 
opened the yolume at page 356: 

Sheep render a useful service by keeping a farm free from weeds, and 
the fertilizing value of the flock is so universally conceded that farm
ers generally agree that these two items offset the OJ."dinary farm labor 
involved in caring for the sheep. 

That brings up an interesting point concerning the Ohio 
region, showing how consenative the Tariff Board is in its 
report. There is not a penny allowed the farmer for the labor 
of caring for the sheep. It is estimated by the board that the 
valne that comes from the fertilization of the soil and the de
struction of weeds and briers pays the labor cost, and they 
made that offset. Surely the board has not been any too liberal 
with the wooJgrower in this case. · 

Here is what they say in regard to interest: 
Interest is usually figured as a part of production cost in such opera

tion, but as rates are not uniform it gives a fairer basis of compensa
tion to omit any charge on that account, leaving that item tor the con
sideration of each individual as bearing upon the question of his profit 
rather than his cost. 

I think the board is fair, as they left out the item of interest 
e\erywhere. But so far as they go on the subject they say what 
the interest is, so we can understand what it would amount to 
if it were taken into consideration. I think the gentleman from 
Wyoming referred to that in his statement. 

Page 314 gives further reasons, substantially the same as I 
have read, why they have omitted the statement of interest. 
I am going to state, by the way, what the rates of interest are; 
I do oot know whether it was stated by the gentleman from 
Wyoming or not. On page 314, volume 2, of the report of the 
Tariff Board they say: 

In examining our various tabulations it should be remembered that no 
interest is allowed on capital invested or on capital borrowed. Our 
schedules contained statistics of the amount of capital borrowed and 
the rate of interest paid; but, notwithstanding the fact that it has been 
the practice, in discussing the sheep industry, to consider interest as an 
item of cost, It has been thought advisable in this investigation to con
sider it in connection with profits. Since some flock owners use much more 
borrnwed capital than do others, this elimination of interest from costs 
makes the schedules more comparable. 

In the western United States the prevailing rate of interest varies 
from 8 pet· cent to 10 per cent, in Australia from 4 per cent to 6 per 
cent, and in South America from 5 per cent to 6 per cent. 

· So you see again, in a matter of interest, we are at a dis
adrnntage. I have already referred to the average cost per 

sheep per year, not including interest. I shall not take up your 
time now to go into the question further than to say it shows 
when we take interest into consideration the American producer 
of wool and sheep is at a still greater disadvantage. Now, in 
order to determine the cost of producing wool the board deter
mined the total expenses of the flock. How did the board figure 
out to determine the actual cost of producing a pound of wool? 
I have that information in volume 2, page 313. Here is what 
the board says about it : 

To this end we have considered wool as the chief product. and the 
receipts from mutton are offset against costs. When the receipts from 
mutton are less than the total flock expense, the difference is the 
"net charge against wool." When, on the other hand, the receipts 
from mutton are greater than the expense, the difference is the "net 
credit to wool." And thfa net charge or. net credit to wooll cllvided by 
the number of pounds of wool, is the " net charge aga nst or net 
credit to a pound of wool." 

I submit that -that method is fair. 
Mr. SHA.RP. Does that refer to the net price of mutton or 

to the gross receipts? 
Mr. WILLIS. As I understand, they will take the total re

ceipts from items other than wool from the expenses of carry
ing on the flock, excluding interest and investment in land. 
They take the total expenses and offset against that what they 
receive from mutton and what they receive from sheep for 
breeding and other purposes. For example, say those items of 
income just offset the cost of keeping up the flock. Then the 
wool has cost nothing, so far as the price at which it can be sold 
is concerned. 

Mr. SHARP. They consider the gross receipts. 
l\fr. WILLIS. Precisely. Now, in that connection, for the 

benefit of American woolgrowers-I see my time is almost 
gon~I want to call attention to another fact here set forth 
very clearly in 'Yolume 2, page 350, wherein it shows the kind 
of competition that our woolgrowers must meet. I think a por
tion of it was embodied by the gentleman from Connecticut in 
his speech, but I want to use some in connection with what I 
have to say here. This is on page 350, where they use the fol
lowing language: 

There remains, therefore, only the simple operation of subtracting 
from the flock expenses the receipts from other sources than wool, to 
reveal the fact that as against a clearly demonstrated net charge 
against the western American wool of from 10 to 11 cents, there is 
probably not mare than 4 to 5 cents per pound against the South 
American clip, and if the season is normal and the sheep market 
steady, little, if any, charge against the Australian. Indeed, well
managed stations in many parts of Australia are showing at the pres
ent time a profit before ·any wools are sold. 

'rhis qualification is generally applicable to the stock trade in all 
of the larger sheep districts of Australia. Statements similar to the 
above are made by two other prominent owners with regard to returns 
from surplus stock in Queensland and Western Australia. But both 
say that in good years, and on well-managed runs, the sales of sheep 
yield enough to pay working expenses. One of these anticipates that, 
in vie\v of the increasing exports of Australian mutton and lamb, the 
surplus station stock will in future years give an annual return con
siderably in excess of the amount of the working expenses-assuming 
that no large addition is made to the cost of labor in the meantime. 

In the light, therefore. of the best information to be obtained, the 
board believes that at the present time the entire Australian output 
of merino and crossbred wool (interest being left out of account, as 
in the case of the Tinited States) ib moving to market, under present 
receipts from sales of sheep, with a net avera~e charge of but a few 
cents per pound; and this estimate apparently holds good of New 
Zealand and the African Cape as well. 

That is Australia, gentlemen. Then reference is made to the 
South American clip. In Australia, if the season is normal and 
the sheep market is steady, there is little, if any, charge against 
the Australian wool. In all well-managed stations in many 
parts of Australia they are showing at the present time a profit 
before the wool is sold. · 

You see the income from mutton and other sources keeps up 
the running expense of the flock, so that the wool costs abso
lutely nothing. In other words, the prices are figured just as 
they are figured in the United States, and the farmers of Ohio 
and the farmers elsewhere throughout the United States are in 
competition with farmers who make a profit on their sheep, even 
without selling their wool. 

Mr. SLOAN. If the gentleman will permit, I will say that 
I was very much interested in what the gentleman has said 
about the sheep-growing industry of Ohio, and I was reminded 
of what was said by Roswell G. Horr or "Sunset" Cox as to 
what would take place when a Democratic statesman would 
meet an Ohio sheep. I want to know if a Democratic statesman 
now can look an Ohio sheep in the face--a thing which it was 
said he could not do a generation ago? [Laughter.] 

Mr. WILLIS. Well, l\Ir. Chairman, I am unable to answer 
that. I could not say whether they would be able to look an 
Ohio sheep in the face without being ashamed or not. 

Now, in Australin this wool goes to market without a penny 
of cost charged against it. That is the kind of competition that 
the farmers· of this country must meet. 
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Mr. RANDELL of Texas. According to the gentleman's sys

tem of reasoning, if a man were raising cotton in the South and 
raised one lk'lle of. cotton, when the balance of the products that 
he raised on the place would pay the expenses of running the. 
place, then -the eotton would be all profit, and the result would 
be that the bale of cotton would cost him nothing, and if he got 
5 cents a pound for it it would be all profit. By segregating the 
costs of the various activities on the farm, omitting one par
ticular thing, you would be able to show a clear profit on that 
particular thing. In that way a ·farmer might be able to show a. 
clear profit on the potatoes that he raises, just the same as on a 
bale of cotton. Suppose a ma.n did not count his cotton as a 
money crop, but raised potatoes principally as the source of his 
income. Then the cotton would show a clear profit, and the 
same calculation could be made with r-espect to any other crop. 

Mr. WILLIS. I will say to the gentleman from Texas that 
that is not my philosophy or my logic. I am trying to set forth 
the :findings of fact reported by the Tariff Board. But, so far :is 
that is concerned, it seems to me that that is a fair method of 
procedure. Take. the growing of cotton. for example. If it 
could be shown that the cotton seed alone sold for enough 
money to pay for the expense of raising the cotton crop, tllQ 
~otton fiber itself would be clear profit. That would be an apt 
Illustration of the woo1growing situation in Australia. 

Now, on page 514 of this same volume it is shown that in 
South Africa tile same condition obtains. The statement is as 
follows: 

Sale of surplus stock and mutton: In the Cape Province fat ewes are 
reported as selling for $4.50 per head and fat lambs 5 months old at 
$4. Old ewes are readily sold for local slaughter at from $2.50 to $3 
JX!.r head, accordinf? to their flesh. 

At the present time the demand for mutton is so strong that there is 
a good profit in breeding the woolless sheep for mutton alone. Where 
"the sheep combine both wool and mutton the profits. must naturally be 
much greater. 

Cost of production: The average shearing .per head is estimated at 
6 pounds, with an average price received by the growers of 13~ cents 
per-pound. · 

With an average valuation on breeding sheep of $2.50 per head and" 
an investment, excluding lands in improvements and equipment per 
head of not over 40 cents per year, and taking into account the low 
cost of wages and provisions, the moderate leasing values of their graz
ing lands, the mild winters which do not demand other food for the 
animals than that found on the ranges, the strong demand for mutton 
of all classes, it is evident that the African woolgrower is able to meet 
all his expenses from the sale of his surplus stock and mutton, leaving 
the wool as a clear profit on his investment. 

One flock owner in Rhodesia reports he can sell his wool at 12 cents 
per pound and make money~ 

They carry on the business there at a clear profit without 
counting in receipts from wool. That is the kind of wool with 
which onr American farmers have to compete. 

Now, I have a lot of figures here, but I shall not take any 
more of the time of the committee in discussing t,his phase of 
the question. The tables that I have here I shall insert in the 
RFc.oRD. I wa.nt, in the concluding moments. that I have, to 
refer to _the effect that this bill will have on the woolg:rowlng 
industry in the Ohio region. The gentleman from Wyoming 
[Mr. MONDELL} bas already touched upon that~ nnd upon its 
effect in the territorial region. It is shown by the report of the 
majority of the Committee on Ways and Means, pages 43 and 

~ 44. I am not giving the figures of the Tariff Bou.rd now. but 
the statements by the majority o.f the Committee on Ways and 
Means; 

F,~guring ~is as a percentage up.on the cost of the competitive Au-;
tranan. wool imported into the Umted State!!, which may be taken as 
50.8 cents a scoured pound, on the average. it is foruld that 28.G cents 
represents over 55 per cent ad valorem.. This is veFY much more than 
the protection amounts to, aecorcled under the present specltlc basis. 
ln the b<>ard's table of actual importations and scourings in a repi-e
sentative Amerh:an. mill (pp. 387-389) the equivalent aEl valorems run 
from about 34 per cent to about 5.5 per cent. In a very few instances 
there are equivalent ad valorems as high as 55 per cent. lt would 
seem. then, that the Ohio wool-producing region is not protected now 
on .the assmnptiqn that tiie l'><>ard's cost figures are correct and that, it 
it is to oe protected at an, the tariff on wool would bave to be very 
much raised above its preRent figures, so ns to give a rate of 28 or 29 
cents on the scoured pound and of at least 55 per cent ad valorem . . 

It should be frankly :::.dmitted that on the Tariff Iloard's estimate 
the. Ohio. region and a very few of the Western States would need a 
protection In ercess of 20 per ce-n t. 

In other words, not taking time to read aH that it is shown · 
by the majority report of the committee that according to their 
own :figures the woolgrowers in the Ohio region a.re entitled to 
something like 28 or 2D- cents. on the scolired pound. 

Now, I want my friends from that woolgrowlng section not 
only the Ohio. l\Iembers, but all l\Iemhers from that sectio~ to 
ask themselves this qo_estion. In what position will we put our
selves with the woo1growers by this bill' Here is un admission 
by the framers and defenders of the bill that the bill will ab
solutely put the Ohio woolgrowers out of bns.tness.. 1-'hat is 
s.tated absolutely in the mnj,ortty report of the eommtttee that 
the sheep business can not live if this bill becnmes a la.'w. I 
nm not eXIJecting that "We will get a rate of 28 cents a pound on 

the scoured content, but I am ex.peeting a.nd I am saying that 
the woolgrowers have the right to expect better treatment than 
is accorded to them in this bill, which accords to them only a 
pitiful 20 per cent ad valorem. That is no protection at al1. I . 
have talked with hundreds of farmers-not with the silk-hatted 
varieties of farmers, but with the real farmeJ.1S who farm and 
raise wool-and they have said to me, "We would rather have 
absolutely free wool than this Democrat.le scheme on a 20 per 
cent ad valorem basis. Then we would know where we ure." 

Mr. BOWMAN. If the gentleman from Ohio will permit me, 
I would like to say that on the question of the price of wool 
paid to the farmers I was very much interested by the state
ffient of the gentleman from California [Mr. RARER] in regard 
to the uncertainty of the price paid to the farmer and the low 
prices received by him. Suppose the policy on the part of both 
the leading parties in this country was that protection to the 
limit of competition should b.e given_ 1Jn wool, and there was 
certainty about it. Would there not be a very much greater 
certainty and assmmnce on the part of the farmer as to the 
price be would get than there is now? 

Mr-. WILLIS. Certainly; that is desirable. We want to get 
this thing settled in some way. I run willing fo concede some
thing. I run frank to say that as. I s.tudy the report of the 
Ta1·i.ff Board I do not believe that the rate of duty on raw 
wool in the bill reported by the minority is qnite as blgh as it 
ought to be. I mean the rate on the scoured p.ound. 

According to the· report the cost to produce 1 pound of grease 
wool. without interest, is as follows: 
Ohio ------------------------------------------ $0. 19 
Western United States-------------------~---- . 11 
Average, United States----------------------------- . 096 
SoutlJ America----------------------------------- . 045 
A.n'Stralia ------------------------------------ • 0.0 

· Africa ------------------------------------------- . 00 
Since Australia is the greatest wool-producing country in the 

world, and is the country from which we import the bulk of our 
foreign wool, and since Australian wool competes directly with 
our own product in quality, it is essential that a tariff drawn 
with the idea of producing revenue or protecting the American 
wooigrower must be based upon the relative difference in cost 
between wool production in this country and Australia. When 
interest is included we find that it costs on an average 11.3 
cents mo.re to produce a pound of grease wool in the United 
States than it does in Australia, excluding the difference in 
cost of transportation. Now, if these wools were of equal 
shrinkage-that is, if they produced nn equal amount of wool 
when scoured-a tariff le-vied upon the grease basis of 11.3 cents 
would be the difference in the cost of production. based on the 
findings of the Tariff Board.. But since it is recognized by 
eve1·yone who has studied the question of wool and its products 
that 1 pound of grease wool may Qe equal in scoured wool to 
3 pounds of grease wool from another section, and since the 
value of wool depends upon the amount of scoured wool that the 
grease wool produces, it must be clear that a tariff to afford the 
difference in cos.t must be based on the difference in the cost 
pf producing a pound of scoured wool in this country and its 
chief competitor. . 

01 course, it would be fair in determining tile difference in 
the cost of producing scoured wool to base that difference upon 
the ave1·age shrinkage of imported wools, wnich is approxi
mately 40 per cent or less; but, in order to present this matter_ 
without prejudice, we shall accept the shrinkage of foreign 
wools as given by the board on page 12 of volume 1 of the 
report: 

Shrinkag-e of wool.s. 
. Per cent. 

Ohio ----------------------------------------------------- ()0 
Western United States--------------------------------- 62 
Average, United States---------------------------------- 60. 4 
England -------------------------------------------------- 25. 1 
Australia ------------------------"'"--------------- 48. 54 
South America--------------------------··------------- 51. 04 
Africa -------------------------------------------------- 5&4 

. The following table shows the cost to produce 1 pound of 
scoured wool without interest: 
Ohio ------------------------------------------------- $0.475 Western United States_________________________________ . 289 
Average, United States____________________________________ . 242 
Australia------------------------------------------------ . 00 
Africa---------------------------------------------- .00 South America____________________________________ . 092 

On the basis of the above table it is therefore clear that if 
interest is. not to be included as a cost there is an actual differ
ence in the cost of producing a pound of scoured wool between 
this country and Australasia of 24.2 cents per pound. This, how
ever. does not take into consideration the difference in the cost 
of transportation. 

But this is a question on which -men's judgments will differ. 
I am willing_ to concede something. · The gentleman from Con-
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necticut [Mr. HILL] and the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
PAYNE] may be right about the rate. We want to get this thing 
settled on tlie basis of a specific duty and on the basis of the 
scoured content. 

I have samples of wool which I ha-rn collected from among 
the woolgrowers of the eighth Ohio district. I wish we had 
time, so that e•ery Member could see what I want you to see 
with reference to the character of this wool. 

The wool grown in the Ohio region is the best grown any
where in the world. Take this wool right here. Here is a prize 
Australian tleece. You can pull the fibers apart as you would 
pull cotton batting; the Australian fiber is lush·ous and beaoti
ful, but not strong. Take the same number of fibers of Ohio 
wool, and the moment you make the test you realize that when 
you put the same a-mount of force on it as I am now doing it 
does not break them at all. The Ohio wool is the strongest 
wool to be found anywhere in the world. There is no question 
about that. It is the best wool grown anywhere. On this point 
Gov. Gooding says in his address to the Ohio woolgrowers: 

Do you know that here In Ohio and in some of your adjoining States 
yon produce the best wool in the world; that the Army and Navy of the 
United States are dressed in cloth principally made from wool grown 
in Ohio? In the days of the Civil War this Government required that 
all cloth for the Army and Navy should be made out of American wool. 
It was a war measure, and put into etrect to encourage wool production 
in this country, for wool ls conceded by all to be a great necessity in 
times of war. The great Napoleon attributed his defeat in Russia more 
to the lack of woolen clothing for his men than to any other one cause. 
This Government, however, has since discovered that cloth made from 
.American wool stood a very much stronger tearing test than wools p1·0-
duced in any other country. The wearing quality of wool depends 
solely upon the strength of the wool fiber from which it is made. In 
its contracts to-day for cloth this Government specifies that cloth weigh
ing 13 ounces to the yard shall stand a tearing test of 65 pounds to 
the inch in the direction of the warp. A piece of cloth is placed be
tween two clamps and thumb screws are applied and a tearing pressure 
of 65 pounds applied to the cloth. If one thread of wool breaks, the 
cloth is condemned. There is no wool grown in the world, with the 
exception of that grown in Ohio and some of your adjoining States
a little in Nevada; a little in my own State, Idaho; and some in 
Oregon-that will stand the high tearing test that this Government de
mands to-day for the cloth for tbe Army and Navy. 

Here is another thing to be noticed. Gentlemen say, Let the 
woolgrowers in the Ohio region go into some other. branch of 
the sheep industry. I tell you, gentlemen, that if you destroy 
the great merino tlocks of Ohio, you will cripple the wool in
dustry of the world, because it is only by crossing the breeds, 
by using the crossbreeds that they already have as a founda
tion, and improving the stock by importations from the Ohio 
flocks that you can keep up the standard. This is the origin of 
the " comeback," a term so familiar in foreign wool markets. 
Why, bless you, this wool right here that is raised in Australia 
bas its fineness and its luster because of the imported blood 
from the flocks of Ohio: We must maintain these flocks in the 
Ohio region if our country is to remain one of the great wool
producing nations. 

The committee have been very kind to me, and I shall not 
detain you longer, except that in the name of the woolgrowers 
of this country I say to the majority, it seems to me, gentle
men, that we are entitled to fairer treatment than we are about 
to receive at 'Our hands. The sheep industry of this country 
has a right to live. If you pass this bill, you invite a repeti
tion of the disaster of 1894. The farmers and woolgrowers of 
Ohio ask no special favors; they simply want a .fair chance. 
In their behalf I ask for u specific duty on raw wool to be 
based on the scoured content at a rate sufficient to equalize the 
difference in cost of production here and in the chief competing 
foreign countries. Do not paralyze Ohio's industries and darken 
her homes by passing this free-trade bill! 
The sun never shone on a country more fair than beautiful, peerless 

Ohio; 
There's life in a kiss of her rarefied air-Ohio, prolific Ohio ; 
Her sons they are honest and valiant and bright, 
Her beautiful daughters are just about right, 
But ber sbeepmen and farmers would be in a sad plight 

Under Democrat rule in Ohio. 

[La nghter and applause.] 
I desire ' to present here the tables previously referred to : 

Average labor cost per sheep. 
United States--------------------------------------------- $0. 82 
South Amerlca-------------------------------------------- • 23 

· Australia ------------------------------------------------ . 07 
Labor cost .shearing per sheep. 

United States-------------------------------------------~ $0.09i 
Australia------------------------------------------------ • 07 
South America------------------------------------------- · • 06 
Africa -------------------------------------------------- • 02 

Total labo; cost, including shearing, of handling 5!,000,000 sheep. 
United 8tates ______ -________________________________ .:. $47, 580, 000 
South America-------------------------------------- 15, 080, 000 
Australia------------------------------------------- 7, 280, 000 

,, Oost to feed 5!,000,000 sheep one year. 
United States--------------------------------------- $23, 400, 000 South America ______________ ;________________________ 18;200, 000 
Australia------------------------------------------- 4, 160, 000 : 

Taa;es per sheep. · 

¥~~~;:1~~~~1~~~~~=========~=================~~==~===~~==: $
0

:8~5 Ta:xcs on 52,00!J,OOO sheep. 
United States---------------------------------------- $2, 600, 000 

~~~~all~=~i:~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-==~~~ I;~g8:888 
Frf:ight on 1 pound scoured ioooZ from the growers' railroad stat·ion to 

· Boston. 
Western United States----------------------------------- $0. OG 

!~~i~:l~~~~~~========================================== :8lg~ Freight cost to market 56,815,000 pounds of scom·ea ioool. 
Eleven Western States----------------------------- $3, 412, '600. 00 

~g~f~ailamei.="ica:::::::::~:::::::::::::::::::::::::: 1
' ~&~: i~~:gg 

England------------------------------------------ 142,187.50 
Total e:zipense per sheep without interest. 

Ohio-----------------------------------------------~----- $2.44 
Western United States------------------------------------- 2. 11 South America ___________________ _.:._______________________ 1. 15 
Austi·alla_________________________________________________ . 93 
Africa -------------.-------------------------------------- • 93 

Average cost pet· sheep, including interest. 
Ohio---------------------------------------------------- $2.758 

2.587 
1.23 
1. 37 
1. 075 

Western United States _______________ _: ___________________ _ 
Australia------------------------------------------------
Sou th .America-------------------------------------------
Af1·lca --------------------------------------------------

Cost to produce 1 pound of grease wooZ icitho·ut inte1·est. 
OhiO--------------------------------------~------------- $0. 19 
Western United States------------------------------------ • 11 
Average United States------------------------------------ • 096 
South America------------------------------------------- . 045 
Australia------------------------------------------------ • ()() 
Africa-------------------------------------------------- .00 

Cost to produce pound of grease wo~J. 

Without With 
int:?rest. interest. 

Ohio .............................................. _ .......... . 
Western United States ................•......... ------- ...... . 

x~a::~::.dti~~~:t~~~---: :: : : : : : : :: :: : : : : :: : : :: ::: : : : :: : : :: : 
Australia ..................................... ---- - ----- ----- - -
South America ............................................... . 
Africa ••............•..... - - . - - •. - - - - - - - . - - - : - -- - - - - - - - · - - · - · - · 

~0.19 
.11 
. 00 
.095 
.000 
.C45 
.oo 

ro.23J 
.175 
.0435 
.154 
.Ml 
.075 
.022 

Shrinkage of toools. 
Ohio --------------------------------------------Per cent-- 60. 0 Western United States _______________________________ do ____ 62. 0 
Average United States-------------------------------do ____ 60. 4 
England--------------------------------------------do ____ 25.1 
Australi::t----------------~--------------------------do ____ 48.54 
South America--------------------------------------do ____ 51.04 
Africa ---------------------------------------------do.:___ 58. 4 

Cost to pt·oduce 1 pound of scoured tcooZ 1.0ith-Out interest. 
OhiO-----~---------------------------------------------- $0.475 Western United States ________ _:___________________________ • 289 
Average United States------------------------------------ • 242 
Australia------------------------------------------------ • 00 
Africa-------------------------------------------------- .oo 
South America------------------------------------------- • 092 

Cost to produce 1 pound of scoured wooZ, with interest. 
OhlO-----------------------------------------~--------- $0.58 
Western United States------------------------------------ • 46 
Average United States------------------------------------ • 389 
Australia------------------------------------------------ .079 
South America------------------------------------------- • 153 
Af.rica -------------------------------------------------- • 053 

Wool product-Um of competing countriea. 
United StateS-------------------------------POunds __ 325,000,000 
Australasia-----------------------------------do ____ 941, 900, 000 South Amerlca ________________________________ do____ 528, 100, 000 
Africa ----------------------------------~---do ____ 131,000,000 

Oost to produce 109,966,195 pound& of scoured toooJ. 
United States ($0.3~9 per pound)------------------ '42, 776, 849. 85 
South .America ($0.153 per pound) ________________ .., 16, 829, 417. 83 
Australia ($0.79 per pound>----------------------· 8,687,329.40 
Africa ($0.053 per pound>------------------------• 5, 828, 208. 35 · 

Summaf"SI of aggregate cost1 • . 

United 
States. 

Austral· 
asia. 

Dif!orence 

~= States. 

Labor cost handling 52,000,000 sheep •. ----·
Cost offeed, 52,000,000 sheep._ •• _ •. ·-··-·-·· 
Total taxes, 52,000,000 sheep .••••••••••.•••• 
Freight, 56,875,000 pounds on wool scon.-ed •• 
Total expense, without interest, 52,000,000 

~-47, 580' 000 $7, 280, 000 $40, 300, 000 
23,·400,000 4,160,000 19,240,000 
2,600,000 1,300,000 1,300,000 
3,412,500 1, 706,250 1, 706,250 

T:~eEiteresi;52;ciOO,(XJ(>°8heep:::::::::::::: ~~g;g;~ rs:~;~ 
Total maintenance cost, 5.?J<>00,000 sheep_.... 140, 727,600 63,960,000 
Cost to produce 109,966 lll.'.> pounds scoured 

wool, Withoutinterest.... . ............... 26,644,512 ·· · ·-······· 
Cost in interest to produce same............ 16,132,337 8,687,329 

10,044,400 
6, 723,000 

76, 768,000 

26,644,512 
7,'"5,008 

1~~~~~·:-~~~-·~~~~ 

Total cost to produce same, with in• I I 
terest ••••••• ·--····················· 42, 775,889 8,687,329 
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Mr. RANDELL of Texas. I move that the committee <10 now 

rise. 
. ~'he motion was agreed to. 

~'he committee accordingJy rose; and Mr. FINLEY having 
taken the chnir as Speaker pro terupore, Mr. GRAHAM, Chair
man of the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union. reported that that. committee had had under considera
tion the bill (H. Il. 22195) to -recluce the duties on wool and 
manufactures of wool, and had come to no resolution thereo_n. 
ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED TO 'IHE PRESIDENT FOR HIS APPROVAL. 

Mr. CR.A. VE~S. from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re
ported that this day they had presented to the President of the 
United States for his approval the following joint resolutions: 

H.J. Hes. 263. Joint resolution to authoriza allotments to 
Indians of fue Fort Berthold Indian Reservation, N. Dak., of 
lands yaluable for coal; and _ 

H.J. Res. 232. Joint resolution extending the operation of the 
act for the control and regulation· of the waters of Niagara 
Rh-er, for the preservation of Niagara Falls, and for other pur
poses. 

LEAVE TO PRINT. 
Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, I desire unanimous consent to 

have printed in the RECORD a telegram from the president of the 
Native Daughters of the Golden West, of California, in relation 
to the San Francisco l\.Iint and the Panama Canal, my answer 
thereto, and a statement by myself. 

Mr. WILLIS. Reserving the right to object, I do not wish 
to be discourteous to the gentleman, but it was understood that 
after the general debate closed there was to be no further busi
ness. I was so informed by gentlemen on this side of the aisle. 

Mr. RA.l~DELL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman will 
permit me, this was understood some time before, that this par
ticular matter would be permitted. 

Mr. RAKER. I do not know anything about the arrange
ment, but I saw the leader on this side of the House, and he said 
he bad no objection to my making the request. 

l\fr. WILLIS. Can not the gentleman just as well have it 
inserted in the RECORD on Monday? 

Mr. RAKER. It is only a telegram from the grand president 
of the Native Daughters of the Golden West, who reports that 
8,000 ladies are interested in the San Francisco Mint, a historic 
place in California, and I would like to have it go in the 
RECORD. 

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Speaker, I am interested in the Daugh
ters of the Golden West and the Daughters of the Golden East, 
but I believe that this matter will keep until Monday, and I feel 
consh·ained to object. 

SEN A.TE BILL REFERRED. 
Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, Senate bill of the following 

title was taken from the Speaker's table and referred to its 
appropriate committee, as indicated below: 

S. J. Res. 93. Joint resolution authorizing the Librarian of 
Congress to furnish a copy of the daily and bound CoNGRES· 
SIONAL RECORD to the undersecretary of state for external affairs 
of Canada in exchange for a copy of the Parliamentary Han
sard; to the Committee on Printing. 

H. R.1. An act granting a service pension to certain defined 
veterans of the Civil War and the War with Mexico, with Sen
ate amendment; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

LEA VE OF ABSENCE. 
Mr. THAYER, by unanimous consent, was given leave of absence 

for five days, on account of attendance at court as a witness. 
CHANGE OF REFERENCE. 

By unanimous cons~nt, the Committee on Rivers and Harbors 
was discharged from the further consideration of the bill H. R. 
21590, a bill to authorize levee and drainage district No. 25, of 
Dunklin County, 1\10., to construct and maintain a levee across 
a branch or cut-off of St. Francis River in Missouri, and the 
same was referred to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS. 
Mr. RANDELL of Texas. l\Ir. Speaker, I ask unanimous 

consent that on Monday, when the House meets at 11 o'clock, 
I be permitted· to speak on this bill for 20 minutes; that gen
eral debate · continue thereafter for· two hours, one hour to b1~ 
occupied by the gentleman from New York [Mr. PAYNE] and 
the· second hour by· the gentleman from North Carolina [1\fr. 
KITCHIN], and that general debate close at 1.30 instead of at 
1 o'clock, as heretofore agreed upon. I will say that this is in 

- accordance with tlie consent of the parties wl>o have heretofore 
been managing the matter, and that the extn time in compen
sation to the other side of the House has alrettdy been used. 

The SP:IDA..KER pro tempore. The gentlemar.. from Texas asl{S 
unanimous consent that the agreement heretofore made .in ref- . 

erence to closing debnte on the bill be modified so that when 
the House meets on Monday next he shall haYe 30 minutes. the . 
gentleman from New York one hour, and the gentleman from 
North Carolina one hour. Is there objection? 

Mr. HILL. 1\ir. Speaker, I would like to inquire if this is 
an understanding that the gentleman from Alabama [MF. UN
DERWOOD] has had with with the gentleman from New York 
[l\fr. PAYNE]? 

Mr. GR.A.HAM. I will state that the gentleman from New 
-York [Mr. PAYNE] and the gentleman from Alnbama [l\Ir. UN
DERWOOD] agreed before me that that program should be carried 
out on l\1onday, and in conformity with that proposed agree
ment the Republican side of the House has already had 31 
minutes more time than has the Democratic side. 

Mr. HILL. I haye no objection, if th._at is the understancling. 
.- :Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, I 
want to say that under an arrangement between myself ·and 
the distinguished gentleman from Ohio [l\Ir. WILLIS] that he 
will not object next Monday to my putting the telegram I have 
referred to in the RECORD, I will not object. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there objection? [After a 
pause.] The Chair hears none, and it is so ordei·ed. 

ADJOURNMENT. 
l\ir. RANDELL of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I move that the 

House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 7 o'clock and 8 

minutes p. rn.) the House, . under its previous order, adjourned 
until Monday, April 1, 1012, at 11 o'clock a. m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS. 
Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, a letter from the Secretary of 

Commerce and Labor, submitting department views on H. R. 
22048, a bill to further restrict the admission of aliens into the 
United States, in response to inquiry ·of Mr. BURNETT (H. Doc. 
No. 659), was taken fi.'om the Speaker's table, referred to the 
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization, and ordered to 
be printed. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS. 

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, 
Mr. ADAMSON, from the Committee on Interstate and 

Foreign Commerce, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 
22593) to amend an act entitled "An act to regulate com
merce," approved February 4, 188i, and all acts amendatory 
thereof, by providing for physical \aluation of the property 
of carriers subject thereto and securing information con· 
cern.i.ng their stocks and bonds and bo:irds of directors, re-· 
ported the same without amendment, accompanied by a report 
(No. 477), which said bill and report were referred to the Com
mittee of the Whole House on the state of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND .MIDIORI.ALS. 
Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials 

were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By Mr. BURGESS: A bill (H. R. 22636) to provide for the 

erection of a public building at Yoakum, Tex.; t~ the Commit
tee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 22637) to provide for the erection of a 
public building at Bay City, Tex:.; to the Committee on Public 
Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. FERGUSSON: A bill (H. R. 22638) to provide for the 
purchase of a site and construction of ~ Federal building in the 
town of Las Vegas, N. Mex.; to the Committee on Public Build
ings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 22639) for the purchase of a site and erec
tion of a Federal building at Las Cruces, N. Mex.; to the Com
mittee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 22640) to provide for the purchase of a 
site and erection of a :E'ederal building at Raton, N. l\Iex.; to 
the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds. 

By Mr. LANGLEY: A bill (H. R. 22641) providing that 
storekeepers, gaugers, and storekeeper-gaugers shall be allowed 
their actual expenses, not to exceed $1 a day, while on duty 
under an assignment away from their legal residences; to the 
Committee on Expenditures in the Treasury Department. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky (by request) : A bill (H. R. 
22642) providing for the protection of the interests of the 
United States in lands and waters comprising any part of the 
Potomac River, the Anacostia River or Eastern Branch, and 
Rock Creek, and lands adjacent thereto; to the Committee on 
the District of Columbia. 

Also (by request), a bill (H. R. 22643) to amend subchapter 
2, chapter 19 of the Code of Law for the District of Columbia 
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by providing a penaT1ly foir wilifal g-mission to return library 
vroperty in the District of Columbia; to the Committee on the 
District of Co.Iumbin. 

By l\Ir. S'rEPHE:NS of Texas: A bill (H. R. 22644) to extend 
and make :ipplicabf e the compulsory educational laws of the 
various States to Indians residing therein; to the Committee on 
Iudfan Affair . 

By l\Ir. BYRNS of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 22645) authoriz
ing the Secretary of the InteTior to set as:ide certain lands to be 
used as a sanitarium by the Order of Owls;. to the Committee 
on the Public Land . 

Also, a bill (H. R. 22646) providing that the United States 
shall, in certain cases, make compensation for the use of high
ways for carrying free rural-delivery mail; to the Committee 
on Agricnl tore. 

By Mr. MORGAN: A bill (H. R. 22647) pr<>viding for the 
sale and entry of certain lands in the State of Oklahoma, and 
for other poi"po es; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

By Mr. GRAHAM: A bill (H. R. 22648) to authorize a 
change in the location of FG-urteenth S-treet NE., in the Dis
trict of Coiumbiar and for other purposes; to the Committee- on 
the District of Columbia.. 

By .Mr. PEPPER: A bill (IL R. 22649) to amend section 5 
of an act approved January 21~ 1903, as amended May 27, 1908, 
entitled ".An act to promote the efficiency of the militia, and 
for other purposes"; to the Committee ou lUilitary Affair:s. 

By Mr. REDFIELD:- A bill (H.. R. 22650) to replace sections 
4214 and 4218 of the Revised Statutes; to, the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By 1\fr. ANTHONY: A bill (H. R. 22651) to increace the In
fantry garrison at Forl Leavenworth, Kans., to a brigade, etc.; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. RUBEY: A bill (H. R. 22652) to distribute the, sur
plus in the Treasury of the "United States to the several St:ites, 
Territories, and the District of. Columbia, for the sole purpose 
of. improving the roads therein; to· the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. PRAY: A bill (H. R. 22653) to authorize the sale of 
burnt timber on the public landsf and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Public Lands. 

By l\fr. REILLY: A bill (H.. R.. 22654) authorizing tne Secre
tary of the Interior to set aside certain lands to be used as a 
sanitarium by the Order of OwlS'; to the COmmittee- on the 
Public Lands. 

By l\Ir. CURLEY: A bill (H. R.. 22655) to extend the. rights 
and privileges of Government, or Federal, employees; to the 
Committee on Reform in the Civil Service. 

By lUr. HAYDEN: A bill (H. R. 22720) to- authorize the See~ 
retary of the Interior to investigate the necessity for construct
ing bridges o.n the White Mountain or San Carlos. Indian Reser
vation, in the State of Arfzona, and on the Yuma Indian Reser
vation, in the State of California, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Indian Affairs. 

Ry :M1·. DAVIS of West Virginia (by request) : A bill (H. R. 
22721} to- prescribe the rule of decision. in the appellate courts 
of the United State ; to the Committee. 011 the Judiciary. 

By Mr. STEPHENS of Texas: Joint resolution (IL J." Res. 
285} concerning contracts' with Indian tribes OE individual 
Indians; to the Committee on Indian. .Affairs. 

By 1\fr. GRAHAM: Resolution (H. Res. 474} providing pay
ment for th.e taking of testimony authorized under House reso
lution 3{58; to the ComnJittee on Aceuunts. 

By Mr. UNDERHILL: Memorial from the State of New 
York, favo1ing House bill 36r House bill 4428, andi_ Senate bill 
2367, affording p.rotection to migratory game birds; to the Com
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. TALCOTT of New York: Memorial from the State of 
New Ynrk, favoring House bill 36, Reuse: bill 4428,, and Senate 
bill 2367, affording protection to migratory game birds; to the 
Committee on Agri~ulture. 

By Mir~ REDFIELD: Memorial of the Senate of the State of 
New York, ' favoring legislation: by Congress for the protection 
of migratory game birds; to the Committee on Agricnlturer 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.~ 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions 

were introduced and severally referred as follows: 
By Mr~ AINEY: A bill (H. Il. 22656) granting a pension to 

~!argaret A. Seeley; to the Committee on In alid Pensions. 
By 1\Ir. ANDERSON of Obio: A bill (H. R. 22657) granting 

a pension to- Helen Hartman; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

.Also, a. bill (H. R. 22658) granting an increase o-t pension to 
J ohn W. Cook; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a. bill (B. R. 22659) granting an. increase of pension to 
James 1\1. Kelsey; to the Committee on Invalid Pensicms.. 

Also, a: bill (H. R. 22600) gru'Ilting an increase of pension to 
Samuel Transue; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.Also, a bill (H. R. 22661) granting an inc-rease of pension to 
Columbus Manley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By 1\Ir. ASHBROOK: A bill (H. R. 22662) granting an in
crea~e of pension to Noah Switzer; to the Committee on In
valid Pensions-. 

By 1\fr. BROWN: A bill (Il. R. 22663) for the relief of J ohn 
C. Brake; to the Committee on War Claims. 

By 1'-1r. BURJ\TETT :- A bill (II. R. 22664} granting a pension_ 
to Thomas D . Smith; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By .Mr .. BYRNS of Tennessee: A bill ( H. R. 22665) for the 
relief of the trustees of the Clarksville Female Seminary, of 
Clarksville, Tenn. ; to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 22666} for t!he relief of the First Baptist 
Church of Nashville, Tenn.; to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. CARY: A bill (H. R. 22667) granting an increase- of 
pension to Charles H. Smith ; to the Committee on In-valid 
Pen-sions. 

By l\Ir. CARTER: A bill (H. R. 22668) granting an increase 
of pension to James Little; to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions~ 

By Mr. CULLOP: A bill (H. R. 22669) granting an increase 
of pension to John F. Nixon; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 22670) granting an incxease of pension to 
Alfred Farley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By 1\Ir. DOREMUS: A bill (H. R. 22671) for t\le relief of 
Patrick Powell; to the Committee on Claims. 

Also a bill (H. R. 22672) granting a pension to 1\fargaret 
Maynard; to th-e Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Alsor a bill (H. R. 22673) granting an increase of pension to 
Daniel Yetts; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions 

By l\Ir. DRAPER: A bill (H. R. 22674) granting an inci·ease 
of pension to George S. Boom; to the Committee on Inv::llid 
Pensions. 

By l\fr. DUPRE: A b.ill (H. R. 22675) granting an increase 
of pension to George Baldey; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

By Mr-. ESCH : A bill ( H~ R. 22676) for- the: relief of H. A. M. 
Steen; to the Committee on Claims. 

By 1\Ir. FULLER: A bill (H. R. 22677) granting an increase 
of pension to James Mitchell; to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

By Mr. GOODWIN of Arkansas: A bill (H_ R. 22678) for the 
relief of Joe Brown; to the· Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 22G79) granting an in~rease of pension. to 
James B. White; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GOULD: A bill (H. R. 22680) grantiJig an increase of 
pension to Preston ~L Emery ; to the Committee. on Invalid Penr 
sions. 

Also,. a bill ( H. R_ 22681) granting an increase of pension. to 
Byron A. Ha.rt; to file Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (IL R. 22682) granting- an increase of pension to 
Mariner Smith; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. GRAHAM: A biil (H. R. 22683)- for the reliet of John 
Pilcher; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By l\Ir. GREGG of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 22684) grant
ing an honorable dischaxge and a pens-ion to William Conner ; 
to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By 1\fr. HUMPHRIDY of Washington: A bill (H. R. 226 5) 
!or the relief of Peter .McKay; to the Committee on Pensions . . 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Kentucky: A bill (H. R. 22686) grant
ing an increase of pension to Joseph llcDonner; to the 0om
rnittee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R.· 22687) for the relief of the Christian 
Church at Campbellsville, Ky.~ to the Committee on War 
Claims. 

By Mr. KONOP; A bill (H. R_ 22688) grantfng a pension 
to Anna G. Freeman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. LA FOLLETTE: A bill (H. R. 226 9) for the relief 
of Frederick Grasser; to the Committee- on Military Affairs. 

By 1\lr. LEE of Georgia: A bill (H. R. 22690) ·for the relief 
of the First Baptist Church of Rome, Ga.; to the Oommittee on 
War Cl-aims. 

By Mr. LEWIS: A bill (H. R. 22691) granting an increase of 
pension to James O~ Cleveland; to the Committee on Im·alid 
Pensions. 

By Ur. MORGAN: A bill (H. R. 22692) granting an increase 
of pension to Noah Ruhl; to the Committee on In-valid Pensions'. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 22693) granting an increase of pension to 
Sidney Shandy ; t& the Committee on In'rilid Pensions . 

Also, a bill (H. R. 22694) to correct the military. record of 
William H. McKown and grant him an honorable discharge; to 
th~ Committee en :Military Affairs. 



1912. CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE. 4115 
By l\Ir. NEELEY: A bill (H. R. 22695) granting a pension to 

Elizabeth J. Todd; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 
Also, a bill (H. R. 22696) to remove the charge of desertion 

from the record of Andrew Jackson Hendrickson; to the Com
mittee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. NORRIS: A bill (H. R. 22697) granting a pension to 
George E. Watson; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. PADGETT: A bill (H. R. 22698) granting an increase 
of pension to Joseph Grady; to the Committee on Invalid Pen
sions. 

By Mr. PARRAN: A bill (H. R. 22699) granting a pension to 
Ella J. Belt; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. PATTON of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 22700) 
, granting an increase of pension to Philip Buckley; to the Com
mittee on Im-alid Pensions. 

By l\Ir. POWERS: A bill (H. R. 22701) granting an increase 
of pension to Johnathan Kelly; · to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 22702) fpr the relief of Mary Moles; to 
the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 22703) granting a pension to H. E. Ri\·es; 
to the Committee on Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 22704) granting an increase of pension to 
Jessee Abbott; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 22705) granting an increase of pension to 
Susan Schofield; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. REILLY: A bill (H. R. 22706) granting an increase of 
pension to Lucy A. Pratt; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. SIMS: A bill (H. R. 22707) for the relief of the 
legal repreEentatives of Rev. Thpmas J. Neeley, deceased; to 
the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 22708) for the relief of the legal repre
sentatives of H. E. Aden, deceased; to the Committee on War 
Claims. . 

By Mr. SPARKMAN: A bill (H. R. 22709) granting an in
crease of pension to Elias H. Colburn; to the Committee on 
In1alid Pensions. 

By Mr. TAGGART: A bill (H. R. 22710) granting a pension 
to William A. Moffitt; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 22711) granting a pension to Rachel Jack
son; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

.A.lso, a bill (H. R. 22712) granting a pension to Jennie C. 
Rathbun; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 22713) granting an increase of pension to 
Milford H. Ponoho; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. THAYER: A bill (H. R. 22714) for the relief of Clem
ent Lamoureaux; to the Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill ( H. R. 22715) for the relief of David Snow; to the 
Committee on Military Affairs. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 22716) for the relief of Owen Smith; to 
the Committee on Military Affairs. 

By Mr. UNDERHILL: A bill (H. R. 22717) granting an in
crease of pension to Nathan W. Yoder; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. WITHERSPOON: A. bill (H. R. 22718) for the relief 
of l\l. T. Sigrest; to the Committee on War Claims. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 22719) for the relief of the estate of Joseph 
S. Rogers, deceased; to the Committee on War Claims. 

By Mr. HA.MILTON of West Virginia: A bill (H. R. 22722) 
granting a pension to Mary C. Martin; to the Committee on 
Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. R. 22723) granting a pension to Charley 
Cadle; to the Committee on Pensions. · 

Also, a bill (H. R. 22724) granting an increase of pension to 
Cyrus Trough ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, a bill (H. .R. 22725) granting an increase of pension to 
John L. McLaughlin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

By Mr. HAYDEN: A bill (H. R. 22726) granting an increase 
of pension to Theodore G. Cree; to the Committee on Invalid 
Pensions. 

PETITIONS, ETC. 
Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid 

on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows: 
By the SPEAKER (by request) : Petitions of citizens of Mas

sachusetts, New Jersey, and New York, asking that the duties 
on raw and refined sugars be reduced; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. · 

By Mr. AINEY: Petitions of Central Grange, No. 194; East 
Lemon Grange, No. 400; Union Grange, No. 152; Gibson Grange, 
No. 798; Beech Flat Grange, No. 336; Ledgedale Grange, No.. 
1481; Shiloh Grange, No. 927 ; Columbia Grange, No. 83; Gibson 
Star Grange, No. 924; Unity Grange, No. 1249; Troy Grange; 
No. 182; Enterprise Grange, No. 1352; Highland Grange, No. 
183; Jackson Grange, No. 342; Union Grange, No. 155; Armenia 
Grange, No. 883, all of the State of Pennsylvania, advocating 

the passag~ by Congress of House bill 19133, which provides for · 
governmental system of postal express; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

Also, petition of F. G. Inderlied and other citizens of Pennsyl
vania, protesting against any parcel-post legislation extending 
the service beyond its present limitations; to the Committee ou 
the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. ANDERSON of Ohio: Memorial of the Hub Board of 
Trade of Columbus, Ohio, for 1-cent letter postage; to the Com
mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. Al~THONY: Petitions of Stephen A.. Forbes, director 
Illinois State Laboratory of Natural History, and students of 
Newton Academy, of Newton, N. J., in favor of House bill 
4428; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of E. Leuenberger, secretary, and other mem
bers of Highland Park Grange, Topeka, Kans., in support of 
House bill 21225, relating to oleomargarine; to the Committee 
on Agriculture. · 

By l\1r. ASHBROOK: Petition of T. C. Ramsey and 3 other 
merchants of Killbuck, Ohio, for regulation of express rates 
and classifications; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce. 

Also, petition of Martin Burns and 21 other citizens of New
a£k, Ohio, protesting against the pRssage of interstate commerce 
legislation; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BOWMAN: Petition of M. Friedman, superintendent 
United States Indian School at Carlisle, Pa., in favor of Senate 
bill 3; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

Also, petition of Group No. 190, Polish National Alliance, 
protesting against further restriction of immigration; to the 
Committee on Immigration and Naturalization. 

By Mr. BURNETT: Memorial of the Methodist Episcopal 
Church of Boaz, Ala.,· in favor of adoption of House joint reso
lution 163; to ti.e Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CAMPBELL: Petition of citizens of Altamont, Kans., 
for enactment of the Haugen oleomargarine bill; to the Com
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. CARTER : Petitions of L. B. Griffing, of Atoka, and 
Thomas Carnell, of Wapanucka, Okla., for enactment of House 
bill 20595, amending the copyright act 9f 1909; to the Commit-
tee on Patents. , 

By Mr. CA.RY : Petition of citizens of Milwaukee, Wis., op
posing House bill 18493, pertaining to oleomargarine; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. ·. 

Also, petition of the Senior Loyal Temperance Legion of Mil
waukee, Wis., for enactment of the Kenyon-Sheppard interstate 
liquor bill ; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, memorial of the Farmers' Institute of Wisconsin, for 
establishment of a parcel-post system, etc.; to the Committee 
on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

Also, petition of Lodge No. 128, Brotherhood of Railroad 
Trainmen, Milwaukee, Wis., for enactment of House bill 204S7, 
providing for compensation of employees engaged in interstate 
commerce; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, memorial of the Federated Trades Council of l\filwau
kee, Wis., for construction of battleships in Govemment navy 
yards; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

By Mr. COX of Ohio: Petition of Grubbs Bagley Camp, No. 
16, United Spanish War Veterans, for enactment of Hoose bill 
17470; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. DA. VIS of West Virginia: Petition of Local Union No. 
77, N. B. 0. P., of Mannington. W. Va., praying for a clause in 
the naval appropriation bill providing for the building of one 
battleship in a Government navy yard; to the Committee 011 
Naval Affairs. 

Also, petition of sundry citizens of Marion County, \V. Va., 
praying for a speedy report on House bill 16214; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of sundry citizens of Follansbee, W. Va., for 
creation of a commission on industrial relations; to the Com
mittee on Labor. 

Also, petition of the Methodist Episcopal Church South of 
Reader, w. Va., for passage of Kenyon-Sheppard interstate 
liquor bill; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. DRAPER: Petition of the Illinois Bankers' Associa
tion, for agricultural demonstration work throughout the 
country; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By .Mr. DA...i.~IEL A. DRISCOLL: Petition of citizens of 
Buffalo, N. Y., for enactment of House bills 19405, 19406, ancl 
19407; to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

Also, memorial of the Camas (Mont.) Hot Springs Commer
cial Club, relative to irrigation of the Flathead Indian Reser
vation ; to the Committee on Indian A.ff airs. 

Also, petition of the Illinois Bankers' Association, for agri
cultural demonstration work throughout the country; to the 
C-0mmittee on Agriculture. 
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By l\Ir. ESCH: Petitions of citizens of the State of Wiscon
sin, protesting against the Lever oleomargarine bill; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. · 

By l\Ir. ·FULLER: Papers to accompany bills for the relief 
of Marcus F. Nesmith (H. R. 21439) and James 1\fitchell; to 
the Committee on Invalid Pensions. 

Also, petition of Group No. 1224, of the Polish National 
.Alliance of the U. A. of N. A., of Rockford, Ill., protesting 
ngainst passage of immigration bills, providing for the educa
tional test, etc.; to the Committee on Immigration and Natu
ralization. 

Also, petition of G . .El Wiltse & Son, of Waterman, Ill., favor
ing a reduction in the duty on raw and refined sugars; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of Robert Daring, R. F. D. No. 2, and Truman 
L. and L. N. Cleveland, R. F. D. No. 5, all of Rockford, Ill., 
favoring the establishment of a parcel-post service; to the Com
mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. GARNER: Petitions of citizens of Corpus Christi and 
Fort Worth, Tex., for enactment of the Berger old-age pension 
bill; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. GREGG of Pennsylvania: Petition of Union Church 
Mass Meeting, of Scottdale, Pa., for passage of the Kenyon
Sheppard interstate liquor bill; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary. . 

By Mr. HANNA: Petition of Nicholas Gahr, of Haynes, N. 
Dak., asking that the duties on raw and refined sugars be re
duced; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

Also, petition of North Dakota Sunday School Association, for 
enactment of the Kenyon-Sheppard interstate liquor bill; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, petition of citizens of Edmore, N. Dak., for parcel-post 
legislation; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

Also, petition of citizens of Elbowoods, N. lllDak., protesting 
against parcel-post legislation; to the Committee on the Post 
Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. HENRY of Texas: Petitions of Mart, Waco, and 
West, Tex., for parcel-post legislation; to the Committee on the 
Post Office and Post Roads. 

Also, petition of citizens of Bridgeport, Tex.., for construction 
of one battleship in a Government navy yard; to the Committee 
on Na val Affairs. · 

By Mr. JACOWAY: Petition of J. R. Beckett and 100 other 
citizens of Faulkner County, Ark., for parcel-post legislation; 
to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. KOPP: Petition of citizens of Reedsburg, Wis., pro
testing against parcel-post legislation; to the Committee on the 
Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. LEE of Georgia: Papers to accompany bill for the 
relief of heirs of Charles G. Knight (H. R. 22411) ; to the Com
mittee on War Claims. 

By Mr. LINDBERGH: Petition of citizens of Douglas County, 
Minn., for enactment of the Haugen oleomargarine bill;. to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. LANGHAM: Petitions of the Woman's Christian Tem
perance Union of Homer City, and Glade Run Presbyterian 
Church, of Dayton, Pa., for enactment of the Kenyon-Sheppard 
interstate liquor bill; to the Committee on the Judiciary. · 

By Mr. LINDSAY: Memorial of the Camas (Mont.) Hot 
Springs Commerclal Club, relative to irrigation of the Flathead 
Indian Reservation; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Illinois Bankers' Association, urging ag
ricultural demonstration work throughout the country; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. McCOY: Petition of citizens of New Jersey, for con
struction of one battleship in a Government navy yard; to the 
Committee on Naval Affairs. ~ 

.Also, petitions of citizens of Irvington and Newark, N. J., 
for enactment of House bill 20595, amending the copyright act 
of 1909; to the Committee on Patents. 

By Mr. PATTON of Pennsylvania : Petition of residents of 
Grampian, Pa., for construction of one battleship in a Govern
ment navy yard; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

Also, petitions of Granges Nos. 96, 223, 290, and 1284, Patrons 
of Husbandry, for a governmental system of postal express; to 
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. PAYNE: Petition of citizens of the ·state of New 
York, for construction of one battleship in a Government navy 
yard; to the Committee on Naval Affairs. 

AJso, petition of citizens of Dundee, _N. Y., protesting against 
parcel-post legislation; to the Committee on the Post Office and 
Post Roads. 

Also, petitions of the Woman's Christian Temperance Union 
of Alton, N. Y., and the Ministers' Association of Newark, 
N. J., for passage of the Kenyon-Sheppard interstate liquor 
bill; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Ur. RANDELL of Texas: Petition of citizens of Denison. 
Tex., in favor of old-age pensions; to the Committee on Pensions. 

By Mr. REDFIELD : Memorial of the Seamen's Church In
stitute of New York, for enactment of Senate bill 2117; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By !.fr. REILLY : Petition of Brotherhood of Locomotive En
gineers, Order of Railway Conductors, Order of Railroad Teleg
raphers, and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen., for enactment 
of House bill 20487, the Federal compensation act; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. · 

' Also, petition of Camp No. 2, United Spanish War Veterans, 
of Meriden, Conn., for enactment of House bill 17470; to the 
Committee on Pensions. 

Also, petition of Grange No. 10, Patrons of Husbandry, of1 
Kent, Conn., for parcel-post legislation; to the Committee on 
the Post Office and Post Roads. 

. By Mr. O'SHAUNESSY: Memorial of the General Assembly 
of the State of Rhode Island, for establishment of a naval base 
on Narragansett Bay, in the State of Rhode Island; to the Com-

' mittee on Naval Affairs. . 
By Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH: Petition ot citizens of Holly, 

Mich., for passage of the Kenyon-Sheppa;rd interstate liquor . 
bill; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. STEPHENS of California : Petitions- of numerous 
citizens of the State of California, for parcel-post legislation; to 
the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

Also, petition of Melville Jeffrey, of Los Angeles, Cal., for 
enactment of House bill 20595, amending the copyright act o! 
1909; to the Committee on Patents. 

By Mr. TILSON: Petition of Brotherhood of Locomotive 
Engineers, Order of Railway COnductors, Order of Railway, 
Telegraphers, and Brotherhood of Railroad Trainmen, for en
actment of House bill 20487, Federal accident compensation 
act; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Also, memorial of the Camas (Mont.) Hot Springs Commer
cial Club, relative to irrigation of the Flathead Indian Reser
vation; to the Committee on Indian Affairs. 

Also, petition of the Illinois Bankers' Association, for agl"i
cultural demonstration work throughout the country; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. TOWNER : Petition of citizens of Creston, Iowa. for 
passage of the Kenyon-Sheppard interstate liquor bill; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. TURNBULL: Petition of Thomas F. Goode and 45 
other citizens of Mecklenburg County, Va., against the estab
lishment of a parcel post; to the Committee on the Post Office 
and Post Roads. 

By Mr. UNDERHILL: Petition of Grange No. 426, Patrons 
of Husbandry, of Prattsburg, N. Y., for parcel-post legislation; 
to the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads. 

By Mr. WEDEMEYER: Petition of sundry citizens of Addi
son, Mich., for passage of the Kenyon-Sheppard interstate liquor 
bill ; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Texas: Petition of W. E. Jordan and 
others of Murchison, in favor of legislation prohibiting 
gambling in farm products; to the Committee on Agricul-
ture. · 

SEN.A.TE. 
MoNDAY, April 1, 191~. 

The Senate met at 2 o'clock p. m. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Ulysses G. B. Pierce, D. D.. offered the 

following prayer: . 
Almighty God, our heavenly Father, who hast been our refuge 

in all generations, we come before Thee with bowed beaus und 
saddened hearts over the great loss we have suffered. We know 
indeed that the way of man is not in himself alone, and t.hat it 
is not in us who walk to direct our steps. Therefore we submit 
our lives unto Thee, whose we are. Though Thou slay us, yet 
will we put our trust in Thee. Deepen in us, we pray Thee, the 
confidence that amid all earth's changes Thou changest not, 
and fulfill unto us the promise that Thine unfailing love shall 
be sufficient for our deepest sorrow. 

And unto Thee, our Father, who hast loved us with an 
everlasting love and hast given us comfort and good hope 
through the gospel, be glory and praise now and for evermore. 
Amen. 

The Secretary proceeded to read the Journal of the proceed
ings of the last legislative day, Thursday, 1\Iarch 28, when, on 
request of Mr. CuLLoM and by unanimous consent, the fmther 
reading was dispensed with and the Journal was approved. 

DEATH OF SENATOR ROBERT LOVE TAYLOR. 

Mr. LEA. Mr. President, it becomes my sad duty to announce 
to the Senate the death of my colleaguei Hon. RoliEBT LOVE 
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